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ENTRODUCTION

AND

SUMMARY

This report is transmitted to the members of the General Assembly in

accordance with the following resolution adopted by the Board of Goverpors

on March 14, 1975:

1. The Board of Governors transmits to the members of the General

Assembly the report on "Private Higher Education in North

Carolina," pursuant to the responsibility vested in the Board by

G.S. 116-11(11).

2. The Board of Governors recommends to the General Assembly that the

North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant-program be initiated

beginning in fiscal year 1976-77, and that the-present program of

State aid authOrized in Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of 1971

(codified as G.S. 116-19 through -22) be repealed effective

June 30, 1976

The Board recommends that student eligibility for a North

Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant be based on need. It recommends

also that the Tuition Assistance Grant program be centrally

administered by the Board of Governors through such office or

agency as the Board may designate or contract with for this pur-

pose, and in accordance with the basic policies set forth in

Chapter Seven of the report on "Private Higher Education in

North Carolina."



The Board further recommends that Tdition Assistance Grants

provided under this program be not less than $100 and not more

than $1,100 during one academie year for an eligible stu&nt vho

is attending a private junior college, and not less than $ip() and

not more than $1,300.during one academic year for an

student who is attending a private senior college or urdwesity.

The Board further recommends that adjusted effective income

as defined by the College Scholarship Service (CSS) be used to

define eligibility for a grant.

The Board further recommends that the program be funded at a

level of $4,600,000 a year for 1976-77, apd that said amount be

adjusted to reflect inflationary cost increases since 1973.

3. The Board of Governors directs its Legislative Committee to seek

the General Assembly's approval of the Tuition Assistance Grant

program as recommended.

This report on private higher education was prepared in accordance

with the responsibility of the Board of Governors to "assess the contri-

butions and needs'of the private colleges and universities of4-the State

and . . . (to] give advice and recommendations to the General Assembly to .

the eruLthat the resources of these institutions may be utilized in the

best interest of the State" (G.S. 116-11(11)].

There are 39 private colleges and universities in North Carolina.

Two of the 39--Duke and Wake Forest--are universities offering degree

programs through the doctoral and first professional ldvels. Duke

University enrolled 3,210 graduate and first professional students irk the

fall of.1974 out of a total enrollment (headcount) of 8,902; at Wake

Forest these numbers were 1,278 and 4,195, respectively.

C



Twenty-seven of the institutions are senior colleges offering

baccalaureate degree programs. ,Enrollment in the senior colleges in the

fall of 1974 ranged from 2,f75 at Elon to 197 ai Sacred Heart. There are

ten junior colleges, whose enrollment ranged in the fall of 1974 from

1,238 at Wingate to 308 at Mount Olive. Total headcount enrollment of

North Carolina 'undergraduates at,the 39 schools in the fall of 1974 was

24,188. North Carolinians comprised 56Z of the total undergraduate enroll-

ment. Among .the 39, the proportion of North Carolina Asidents in the

undergraduate student body varied from 96% at,MOunt Olive to 1.9% at Duke.

All of the.private institutions are related in some way to church

denominations.

Over the four-year period from July, 1970, through July, 1974, the

private universities and senior colleges conferred 30,524 bachelor's

degrees, 1,930 master's, 1,810 first professional, and 898 doctoral degrees.

The junior colleges conferred 6,887 associate degrees which were wholly or

largely creditable toward a bachelor's degree.

The General Assembly of 1971, by Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of

that year, established a State policy of general financial assistance to

the private sector of higher education in this State. Under this program

the State now appropriates $200 each academic year for each full-time

North Carolina undergraduate enrolled in the 39 institutions. The institu-

tions are obliged to provide aid to needy North Carolina students in an

amount not less than the State dollars they receive. While all State

dollars expended by these institutions do go to aid needy North Carolina

undergraduates, there is no maintenance of effort required. State dollars

have supplanted sale institutional dollars that were used for this purpose

prior tp the initiation of the aid program. The institutions have not

4



been able to use all of the State f ds appropriated. In 1973-74, $216,000

was never allocated to the inatitutio
because there were not enough North

Carolina undergraduates enrolled; and, $88,000 of the $4,384,000'which was

allocated reverted to the State because there were not enough needy

students at some institutions to claim the funds.

The private institutions proposed to the Board Of Governors in

September, 1974, that the State endorse a principle of proportionality in

its support of its own institutions
of higher education and in giving

support to private colleges and universities. They asked that State

aid to private higher edutatioh be
increased from the-current level of

$4.6 million a year to $19 million a year by 1976-77. This increase was

requested in the form of tuition grants to every full-time North Carolina

undergraduate enrolled in those institutions,, 'at the rate of $400 per

student in 1975-76 and $600 per student in 1976-77. These grants would be

given without reference to the need of the student or the.need of the

institution, and they would be in addition tn. the present aid program.

The private institutions did not, in their request, propose any propor-

tionality in their accountability to de State.

' Enrollment in the private sector has, increased over the last decade.

The rate of increasehas not been as great as tha n the public institu-

tions. This is particularly true in the enrollment of orth Carolina

residents, So there has been a shift in enrollments. Some private

institutions have chosen to limit their enrollment of North Carolina

undergraduates. Generally, the private sector has realized the enrollment

*
In

e

contrast with the existing program of State aid to private institutions,
all appropriated funds'for the proposed Tuition.Assistance Grant program
could be utilized.and no funds would revert. This would be made 'possible
thrbugh the flexibility inherent in a centrally administered Tuition

'

Assistance Grint program.



growth which it projected for its institutions in 1962 in The Report of

the Governor's Con:mission on Education Beyond the High School. Ho Weyer,

the smaller private senior institutions (those enrolling fewer than-.1,000

students) and the private junior colleges are the institutions most

affected by the changing enrollment patterns. The smaller private senior

institutions have had a total undergraduate headcount enrollment decline of
J

about 82 since 19 70, while the larger private senior institutions have

increased in enrollment by 7%. The private junior colleges have declined

by 23% since 197a.

The size of the traditional college-age population (18-21 year olds)

in North Carolina will reach an:all-time high in 1975 at 445,700 and will

then begin to decline. .Enrollment patterns of all institutions,. public-
and private, will be affected by this demogiaphtc trend by`the end of the

.,.

1980s. Most of 'the private institutions have academic programs concen-

trating
.

principalry in the liberal, arts and in teacher education. ThiS is
.. - ...

parti.cularly the case at the smaller instieibns. the .public institutions
-

which have grown most rapidly in undergraduate enrollments aie those with
. .

t

broader of ferings in the arts and sciences and'nore diversified majors in

taddition to the 'liberal arts and teacher education.' To compare'enrollment

trends of North Carolina residents between the "public sector" `and the
.

"private sector" is an oversimpliffcation. The congruence of factors such

as the end of the military draft, recession and inflation, and changing

labor market conditions has resulted in changing patterns of student

attendance from smaller colleges toward larger and more diversified

colleges. i
There is evidence of financial need among the private institutions.

This need is unevenly distributed, and must of it would appear to be

Vti
v
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related to economies of scale. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

studies found that, for liberal arts colleges, costs of operation per

student dedline sharply as an institution grows to about 90P (full -time

equivalents) and continue to decline until enrollment reaches about 2,000.

The Commission concluded, on the basis of the national data, that there'

appears to be a,"minimum size below which each type of institution cannot

operate economically, unless it is exceptionally well endowed, and even

then it may not be in a position to offer its students as broad a range of

courses as somewhat larger institutions are in a position to provide."

More than half of the private institutions in North Carolina are insti-

tutions which, in the words of the Commission report, are running "the

.risk of failing to take advantage of economies of size and/or of not

offering their students an adequate choice of programs." Much of the

financial and other needs of many of the private institutions would thus

appear to arise'from inherent problems with which only those institutions,
.

their,goVerning boards, and their sponsoring denominations can contend.
*

Higher education in'North ,Carolina is enriched and strengthened.by

the existence of strong public and private institutions. Programs of

*
This report was completed before the announcement was made that North.
Carolina Wesleyan College would be compelled to close unless its financial
obligations were assumed by the State or by private benefactors. The
primate institutions chose not to submit documentation of their finances
for purposes of this study, beyond the information routinely reported to
the U. S. Office of Education in the/ Higher Education General Information
Survey. From the data submitted, there was no indic'ation of an impending
crisis at Wesleyan.

The report stat 54, that the problem of the private sector
appears to be "more far reaching than the spokesmen of private higher
education have represented it to be." The Wesleyan Crisis indicates that
this is the case, particularly when it is recognized that neither the
September 4 proposal of the private colleges, nor the recommendation of
the Advisory Budget Commission to double the amount of aid under the
present program, would suffice to solve Wesleyan's financial difficulties.

n 0 f
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State aid across the nation have in common their recognition of this

principle. All are predicated to some extent on the proposition that a

dual systempublic and private strengthens all of higher education by

making possible the existence of two kinds of institutions, complementary

to one another and providing educatibnal alternatives that might not exist

if only one type of institution were available. The private colleges in

this State have at cued great value to the, maintenance of their private

.character and their dependence from State control. Thus, they have

made it clear that St to assistance
4e
should be in the form of aid to

students and not aid to the institutions. This report therefore recom-

mends the establishment of a Tuition Assistance Grant program. These

grants would provide aid to needy North Carolina'undargraduates to assist

them in meeting tuition charges to attend an accredited private college

or university whichIhey select and to which they are admitted. The funds

appropriated for the Tuition Assistance Grant program would respond to

the problem of enrollment difficulties caused by the tuition differential

. between public and private institutions. The grants would supplement the

other student financial aid resources from federal and other sources

available to the private institutions, resources which exceeded $20 million

in 1973-74. i/?

vii
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I

OBJECTIVES . %

The Board of Governors on November 15, 1974, adopted a resolution

directing that a study be made of private highet education in North Carolina.

This action was taken in accordance with the special responsibilities vested

in the Board in G.S. 116-11(11), which directs that

The Board of Governors shall assess the contributions and needs
of the private collegeand universities of the State and shall
give advice and recommendations to the General Assembly to the end
;hat the resources of these institutions may be. utilized in the
best interest of the State. All requests by private institutions
of higher education for State assistance to the institutions or to
studtnts attending them shall be submitted first to the Board for
review and recommendation before being presented 4 any'other
State agency or tosthe General Assembly.

This legislative directive relates to the larger responsibility of the

Board of Governors to "plan and develop a coordinated system of higher

education in North Carolina," and it is consistent with the declared purposes

of the 1971 legislation reorganizing public senior higher education; "to

foster the development of a well-planned and coordinated system of higher

education, to improve the quality of education, to extend its benefits and

to encourage an economical use of the State's resources. . . ."

This study of the private institutions is therefore a part of the long -

Lange planning activity in which the Board of Governors is now engaged. It

had not been contemplated, initially, that such a study would be made until

later in 1975. For the interim, the Board incorporated into its 1975=77

Budget Request, as adopted on October 28, 1974, the continuation of the

present program of State assistance to private higher education as provided

for under the terms of Chapter 744, Session Laws of 1971. The Board
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reiterated in the November 15 resolution that the present program be con-

tinued for the 1975-77 biennium at the current funding lev61.

The Board action of November 15 was prompted by a request+ submitted to

it on September 4, 1974, by the North Carolina Association of Independent

Colleges and Universities. This request contained two elements of impor-

'twice: (1) It asked that the volume of State aid to private colleges and

universities be substantially increased, and (2) it-asked that the Board

of Governors endorse a new principle with respect to the relationship of

the State to the private'institutions.

With referwce to State aid itself, the prite institutions asked

that the Board 1.epmmend to the Governor, the Adit'isory Budget Commission

and to the General Assembly:

(1) That the present program of aid ($4.6 million per annum) be

continued; and in addition,

(2) That a tuition grant be provided by the State to every full-time

North Carolina undergraduate, without respect to need, enrolled in

the private insA titutions in the amowit of $400 per student in

1975-76 and $600 per student in 1976-77.

Assuming an enrollment of 23,000 full-time North Carolinians in the first

year of the biennium and 24,000 in the second, the total State appropriation

for this combined program was projected in the request as f011ows:

Year
Full-time N.C.
Undergraduates

Present
Program

Tuition Grant
Program

/

Total Appropriatidns

1975-76

11976-77

23,000

24,000

...

6 $4,600,000

4,600,000

$ 9,200;000

14,400,000.

Biennial Total

$ 13,800,000

19,000,000

$32,86,000.

In addition to this request that the annual level of State appropriations

be increased by 260% over the biennium, the private institutions also asked

that AnabLitg legislation be enacted to aid Co students enrolled at
'; ,

4 3
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private collpges and universities up to 50% of the average per capita cost

to the State for each FTE undergraduate student enrolled at the 16 campuses

of The University of North Carolina."
1

Thus, the Board was asked to endorse

some principle of proportionality between the State's support of its own

\
institutions anpthe primate colleges and universities.

: -----

The private institutions did not indicate in their writt7 request,

cor on the two occasions tha their representatives met with the Board's .

Committees on Educational Planning, Policies and Programs, arid Budget and
1

Finance, what marked change in their financial or!per circumstances--if

any--had occasioned their asking for this major increase in State aid. In

a prepared statement to the Committees on November 8, 1974, the North Carolina

Association of Independent Colleges and Universities did call upon the Board

to examine the problems and the contributions of thehe private institutions in
J

the context of its broad responsibilities for all of higher education. It

was stated that the proposed program, "or an alternative pi-Aram, is needed."

The statement continued:

It [an alternative program] must be one which provides a freedom
of choice based on a clear recggnition that the present cost
differential to the lower and middle income family, or student,
will not permit 'choice' to operate. We join with the public
university administrative leadership in supporting a low tuition

principle. A program offering significant tuition aid to
students attending private colleges and universities will better
utilize all present resources available to the State.

In the action taken on Novembei 15, the Board of Governors declined to
-...,

approve the proposal made to it by the Kivate institutions. At the same

time it directed that a study of private higher education be made so that
......

the Board would be enabled to submit further reports and recommendations to

the teneral Assembly. This study, and the recommended alternatives fqr

changes in State policy toward private higher education, are submitted in

response to that directive.

1The text of the September 4, 1974, request of the private institutloas.ia

in Attachment 1 of this report. >.

1 4
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II

THE PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES: AN OVERVIEW

There are today 39 private colleges and universities in North Carolina.

As a group the institutions comprising
this "private sector" possess many

differences and many marked similarities,
as educational institutions, when

compared with one another and when compared with the "public sector." Sub-

sequent chapters will detail the differences and the similarities in

several areas-of particular significance. It will be useful first, however,

to attempt general description of private higher education overall.

Two the 39 institutions are universities in the traditional meaning

of that w rd--Duke University and Wake Forest University. Both of these

Institut ons offer work at the first professional (i.e., law and medicine)

and at th doctoral levels. Duke University enrolled 3,210 graduate and

first professional nts in the fall of 1974, out of a total enrollment

(headcount ; at Wak Forest these numbers were 1,278 and 4,195

respectively.

Twenty-seven of the 39 institutions are "colleges" in the conventional

sense, offering academic programs at the baccalaureate level. Six of these

are predominantly black institutions, four are women's colleges, and 23 are

coeducational (although one has only very recently begun, to enroll women

students). In size they range from a headcount enrollment of 2,175 at

Elad College in fall, 1974, to 197 at Sacred Heart.

There are ten private junior colleges. One of these is a predominantly

black institution, two are women's collegeAy and eight are coeSqqational.

The junior colleges range in size (in fall, 1974, headcount) from 1,238 at

Wingate to 308 at Mount Olive.



Until the 1830s The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill was
ow

the only institution offering collegiate level work in North Carolina.1

Thirty of the private institutions were founded before 1900, and seven

were founded before 1850. Four have Peen establisi since 1950. Some

of the older institutions opened as academies, it shout be noted, and

began offering collegiate work at a later time.

Over the years the private sector has experienced many changes in the

number of institutions comprising it. Some 30 colleges have passed out of

existence since the first Queens College closed in 1780. Some of these

have been the result of mergers, as when Flora Macdonald and Presbyterian

Junior College were merged into the new St. Andrews Presbyterian College.

In this decade, one private institution, Southwood College, has closed

(in 1972), and Mitchell Junior College was made a part of the Community

College system in 1972.

Each of the private institutions is governed by a board of trustees.

By definition, they are all independent of State control and regulation

except that they must be chartered and licensed to grant degrees, and in

certain academic program areas (e.R., nursing) there are special State

licensing requirements.

What all of the 39 private institutions have in common with one

another, and what sets them clearly apart from the public institutions,

is that they are all related in some way with the church. The nature

of this relationship will vary from one institution to another. The

denominational affiliations of the 39 institutions are distributed as
4

follows:

5



6

Denomination Number of Institutions

United Methodist 9
Presbyterian, U. S. 8
Southern Baptist 7

Protestant- Episcopal 2
Roman Catholic 2
United Church of Christ . 2

African Methodist Episcopal 1
American Baptist 1
AME Zion 1
Disciples of Christ 1
Free Will Baptist 1

Friends 1

Lutheran 1

Moravian 1
United Presbyterian 1

The pattern of financial support provided to the institutions by the

respective denominations is mixed. One reports in its current catalogue

that it has received no funds from the sponsoring denomination. Another

received funding of only $2,000 from the immediate denominational agency.

In other instances, however, denominational support is measured in hundreds

of thousands of dollars. Overall, when measured against the operating

budgets of the institutions, such contributions would probably best be

characterized as providing only a small proportion of the necessary funds,

although that proportion may be extremely important. They are propor-

tionately a small part of the operating budgets, but these contributions

may represent generous support which is indicative of strong ties,between

the institution and the church.

For their part, the institutions characteristically place considerable

emphasis upon their links wit the church. In statements of purpose and

mission they stress the objective of providing a Christian education.

Many have specific credit hour or course requirements in religion in their

curricula. Further, they typically provide tuition remissions or deductions

to children (or spouses) of ministers of the sponsoring denomination. It is
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difficult to generalize about the degree of direct denominational control

over the institutions. PaeeZrns of institutional (and denominational)

governance vary widely. Trustees often are chosen by church authorities.

That the denomination may have an important, if not decisive, role in areas

such as academic programs may be illustrated, however, in the fact that

church agencies recently reviewed proposals from one of the institutions

affiliated with_ that denomination for support "and approval of the estab\

lishment of anew law school and a new graduate school.

Summary information on the size, location, date of founding and

denominational relatiOnship of the 39 institutions is provided below in

Table II-1. For the purposes of this study it will be useful to conclude

this general description by a classification of the private institutions

into categories which can then be applied to the public institutions. The

4

most useful bases of classification are levels of academic degrees, enroll-

ments, and size. These bases, applied to all of the private and public

institutions of higher education in North Carolina, indicate these seven

categories of institutions: (1) doctoral-research universities: (2) other

doctoral universities; (3) graduate level institutions not offering the

doctorate; (4) large bacCalaureate institutions; (5) small baccalaureate

institutions; (6) junior colleges; and (7) conservatory.

1)ree .institutions (two public, one private) are in the doctoral-

research category: The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, North

Carolina State University at Raleigh, and Duke University. Two institutions

(one public, one private) are in the category "other doctoral"--The

University of North Carolina at Greetsboro and Wake Forest ,University. All

of the institutions in the third category of other graduate level offerings

are constituent institutions of The University of North Carolina:
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Appalachian State University; , as Carolina University; North Carolina A & T

State University; North Carolina Central University; University of North

Carolina atCharlotte; and Western Carolina University. The fourth category

of "large baccalaureate institutions" is. defined to consist of four-year

institutions whose enrollments have averaged more than 1,000 annually over

A
the last four years. This includes six constituent institutions of The

University and 15 private colleges. Category five, "small baccalaureat

institutions," consists of,twelve private institutions only. "Junior col eges

includes the ten private junior colleges and the 17 public community colleges.

The final category is comprised of The North Carolina School of the Arts, a

campus of The University.

Table 11-2 summarizes this cl sification scheme, which will be pertinent

to subsequent analyses ofrenroltlents, degree programs and other topics.

Before entering into that discussion, it Will be useful to proceed first to

a description and analysis of current tate policy concerning aid to private

higher education and the immediate context in which this policy was developed.

TAW 11-2. CATEGORIES OF INSTITUTIONS I NORM CAROLINA, 1974

trol

Category Private Public

1. Doctoral/Research
Universities

Duke UNC-Chspel Rill

NCSU -Raleigh

2. Other Doctoral Wake Forest UNC -Greenaboro

3. Master's granting
(Regional) univer-
cities

None
.

ASU, ECU, NC U.
NC A4T, UNC -Charlotte,

WCU

A. Larger, Four-year
Colleges

ACC, Caspbell,"Catayba,

Davidson, Elan, Gardner-
Webb, Guilford, Hip Point,
J. C Smith. Lenoir Rhyne,
Mars Hill, Meredith,

Pfeiffer, St. Augustfne's,
Shaw

ECSU, PSG, TOO,
UNC-A, UNC-W, WSSU

5. Smeller, low-year
College

1

n-'

tatter Scotia. lolmont
Abbey, Rennett, Creen.boro,
Livingstone, Methodist,
North Caroline Wesleyan,
Queen., Sacred Heart,
St. Indrevs. Salem,

tarflia Wilson

None

c, ,...-, .

6. Junior Colleges All junior colleges All community
colleges

7. Conservatory None

A j
North Carolina

..,

Sokol of the Arts

.t a
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III

PRESENT STATE POLICY AND PRIVATE HIGHER EDUCATION:

THE 1971 LEGISLATION AND THE CURRENT PROGRAM

The General Assembly of 1971, by Cklapter 744 of the Session Laws of

that year, established a State policy of general financial assistance to

the private sector of higher education in this State. The declared reasons

for enactment of the plan were to aid nee-Si students, to save State funds

by encouraging students to go to private rather than to public institu-

tions, and in the words of the,peamble of the act, to help "pirate

institutions (which] have, in recent years, found it increasinglyifficult

to meet operating expenses . . . ."

This legislation was a major change in State policy. Generthy,

private higher education had benefited prior to 1971 from forms of indirect

support, such as tax exemptions and various kinds of categorical student

scholarship,and loan programs, but no General Fund appropriations were

provided for the private institutions. Beginning in 1969 the State appro-

priated funds for the two private medical schools, in return for the
4

schools' enrolling North Carolina residents. This legislation was not a

basic change in policy, however, in that the contractual arrangements it

provided for were not unlike those made over many years through the

Southern Regional Education Board for the enrollment of North Carolinians

in institutions in other states.

North Chrolina's change in policy in 1971 was consistent with a national

trend. likn increasing n
.

riof states were by that time taking action to

provide some form of aid to private colleges and universities. The program

initiated in North Carolina was one recommendedto the General Assembly by

a
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the Board of Higher Education in a study it prepared that Ye;r of the

private institutions in the State.
1

The 1971 BHE Study

A major premise upon which the Board of Higher Education study of

1971 was initiated was that the private institutions were in financial

difficulty and that a program of State assistance should be formulated

in response to that need. The study confirmed the assumption of

financial distress, although the distress was quite unevenly distributed.

The study reported that "Severiteen of North Carolina's 41 private

institutions of higher education have budgeted deficits for 1970-71."2

The report said that the situation was actually worse than the catalogue of

deficits, indicated. It observed that "there are more true deficits than the

budgets show'," and estimated that in resift); "well over half the private

institutions, in North Carolina are operatihg at deficits." It made the

forecast that "Some institutions will likely pass out of existence.
*-

The Board report saw the fundamental problem as one related to enroll-

ments. In some instances financial problems were not the result of enrollment

difficulties, but that was the exception'andnot the rule. The recommenda-

tions were shaped largely by this assumption.

'Private Higher Education in North Carolina: Conditions and Prospects - A

Study of Enrollment, Finances, and Related Subjects, 1965-1970 (Raleigh;

N. C. Board of Higher Education, Special Report 2-71, April, 1971). A 1968

.long-range planning report of the BHE asked "that consideration be given to

providing state assistance to private higher education," and stated that a

study would be made "to this end" with the cooperation and assistance of

the private institutions. See Planninie for Higher Education in North

Carolina (Raleigh: N. C. Board of Higher Education; Special Report 2-68,

1968), p. 261.

2Private Higher Education in North Carolina, p. 33.

3 Ibid., pp. 34-35.

214! u0
AN.
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The report said that the number of North Carolina students attending

many of the private institutions was declining, and it predicted that the

vacancies that would result from this trend would not be filled by out-of-

State students. It estimated that already there were available spaces for

5,309 addit"ional students in the 41 institutions. For the private sector

as.a whole it reported that endowment income provided only 2.8 percent of

operating funds, and student receipts represented the principal source of

operating funds. The study concluded that increased enrollments of North

Carolina students was the only real solution, and, further, it asserted

that this increased enrollment was in the best interests of the State and

the taxpayers.

Its reasoning was that rising tuition and other costs at private

institutions were pricing those institutions out of the market.

A majority--about two-thirds--of private institutions are
experiencthg declining enrollments. If the economic squeeze between
rapidly &sing costs, and only slightly rising revenues is causing
institutional difficulty in meeting budgets . r . , it is reasonable
to assume that families find themselves equally squeezed; their
incomes have not risen so fast as the cost of private' education.
Thus, more and more families are sending their young men and women
to public campuses to reduce educational expenses. The affected
enrollments have added to the financial difficulties of private
institutions.

The BHE report acknowledged that the financial crisis was'not confined

to private higher education, but that the private institutions were only

experiencing%kt first. It noted that "the private' institutions" difficulties,l,

with the exception of underenrollment, are already present among the public

4
Ibid., p. 15. In fact, per capita income in North'Carolina increased
faster than tuition and fees'at North Carolina private institutions
between 1968 and 1973. During this period the per capita income rose,
by 55.9 percent and the average tuition and fees in the pri 'rate sector
increased by 48.6 percent. See U. S. Department of Commerce, Survey,of
Current Business, Washington, August, 1974, 33.

-
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1

institutions and--unless trends change--will be grave before 1980."
5

The clear conviction was expressed, however, that economies could be

achieved by the, State if it could encourage private institutions to

enroll larger numbers of North Carolinians in return for some form of

State appropriation less than that required for each student attending

a public institution. The case rested, in summary, upon the presumed

consequences of the principle of low tuition at public institutions.

'Clearly then," it was stated, "the State saves money when it can educate

a resident at a private institution [in North CarolinaLfor any amount

under the $1,283 and $750 per-student operations appropriations." (These

were the estimated appropriations required for each FIE student at the

public four-year campuses and the community colleges,'respectively. The

figures are synthetic.) The State constitutional principle of low public

tuition, or its social benefits, was neither affirmed nor denied. It was

passed over in silence with the observation that "the savings to the State

would be considerable:" and therefore that it would be "good business

practice" for the State to "use its economic'power to fill the vacancies

of the private institutions."6

The study' concluded with two sets of recommendations. The first set

was addressed to the presidents of the private colleges and universities.7

In the area of development the authors commended the efforts of the

private institutions to organize at the Statewide level. It urged, however,

that development activities be directed away from building programs and

5Ibid., p. 33

flIbid., R. 62.

7Ibid., pp. 45-54.

2 4
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toward obtaining funds for operating programs-="scholarships, faculty

salaries, debt retirement, and the like. . . ." In endowments, it was

obsrved, most were "paupers," but "paradoxically almost all are rich in

[physical) plant."8

In the area of curriculum, the report was critical of the private

institutions (and of the public ones). It exhorted the institutions to

redirect ,their academic programs in structure and in substance and to review

existing programs. "Officers concerned with academic programs in the

private institutions,"

ially more traumatic t

manifested a strong con

resources, and appeal t

related. "The internal

reformed curricula 6n

of private institutions

The second set of

General Assembly, 11 was

t was asserted, "need a redonceptualization poten-

an that needed by development officers."9 The report

iction that curricular reform, economical use of

potential students were directly and proportionately

economies and the liberating possibilities of

ttraction to students) are more vital to the survival

I ft10than any hopes for total rescue 12x outside forcesL

recommendations, addressed to the Governor and to ihe

developed in the context of the Report and Recoamen

dations of the Nort C rolina Legislative Study Commission on Student

Financial Aid. The Pr liminary Report (Part I) of the Commission was made

in Septembei, 1970,' an the final report (Part II) was submitted on Marc

1971. The Commission ecommended a comprehensive student aid program,

centrally administered. Four proposed approaches were described, and al

were designed, in eff ct, to eliminate the tuition differential between

8
Ibid., p. 31.

9
Ibid., p. 49.

0

10
Ibid., p. 53. Empha is is in the report.

IlIbid., pp. 55-63.
) ji.."

5 hk 25
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public and private institutions to the end "that students are permitted to

select institutions on educational grounds, and not only because of

differences in student costs."
12

Consistent with its own conclusions about the tuition differential and

its consequences, the Board report on the private institutions found that,

if any one of the Commission's plans were fully funded, further recommenda-

tions for aid to the private institutions would be "superfluous." Only

partial funding of any of the plans, hpwever, which would not provide a cost

differential to the student attending a private institution, "would hasten

the bankruptcy of falte;ing institutions." Accordingly, for such an event

the Board of Higher Education report submi.tted an Alternative Recommendation

consisting of two parts.

Part One of the Alternative Recommendation called for appropriations in

the amount of $200 a year, beginning in the fall term of 1972, to the

accredited private colleges and universities (seminary, Bible and proprietary

institutions were excepted) ior each full-time equivalent North Carolina

undergraduate enrolled. Estimating such an enrollment at 23,000, the

projected annual cost was $4.6 million. In return, each institution would

contract that in any given year it would provide and administer scholarship

funds for needy North Carolina students "in an amount atfleast equal to that

of'the award." It further called for a study of the program in the fall' of

1972 by the Board; and statedfat its continuance would depend upon xecom-

(.--

mendations submitted by the Board in 1973 to the Governor and to the General

Assembly.

Subject also to that stipulation of further study and recommendations,

Part Two of the Alternative Recommendation called for the State to contract

12Report and Recommendations of the North Carolina Legislative Study
Commission an Student Financial Aij, karts J.I.(Raleigh:,,,M1Fch 2, 1971),

p. 17.
4.
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with the same institutions to award $600 a year for each FTE North Carolina

undergraduate enrolled "in excess of the number enrolled in the fall of 1970.

. . ." This award was not conditioned upon the financial need of the North

Carolina students, nor would any benefit necessarily accrue to the student.

Its Purpose was described as a means "to divert a portion of the additional

in-state students expected each year to the existing vacancies in the private

1

institutions and thereby to save funds for the State." It was estimated that

up to 1,000 of an anticipated 6,000 to 8,000 new students would be so diverted.

The State Aid Program

The 1971 General Assembly did in fact authorize a comprehensive student
I

financial aid program b ut did not fund it. It did enact, and fund, by
4

Chapter 744 of the Session Laws of that year, a program of State aid to

private institutions which paralleled the two parts of the Alternative

Recommendation made in the report on Private Higher Education in North Carolina.

The 1971 State aid statute had two elements, as did the Board of Higher

Education's Alternative Recommendation. One element was designed to provide

a financial incentive to private institutions to increase the number of

full-time equivalent North Carolina resident undergraduates they enrolled by

paying the private institutions a fixed sum for each additional such student

enrolled in the fall of 1972 over the number enrolled, in the fall of 1970.

In the only year of operation of that program (1972-73), gains totaling

1,169 students were recorded by 20 private institutions and losses totaling

862 students were recorded by 20 institutions. The resulting net gain of

307 North Carolina resident undergraduates by the private institutions cost

the State $450,000, or approximately,$1,465 per student. (The BHE study

had projected a gain of up to 1,000 students would cost $600,000, or $600

27:
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per student.) Although the pritvision-establishing this enrollment

acceleration feature remains in the statute, no funds were appropriated to

carry it out in 1973 or 1974 in the light of that experience.

The second element of the 1971 plan is still in operation. It provides

for a program of assistance keyed to the total number of North Carolina

resident undergraduates currently enrolled in the private colleges and

universities (exclusive of theological and Bible Colleges) in this State.

The initial appropriation supported an allocation of $26.59 per North

Carolina resident undergraduate in 1972-73.

The Board of Governors in 1973 recommended to the General Assembly

that the State aid progr be funded for 1973-75 at the. level of $75 for

each FTE North Carolina resident undergraduate they enrolled. The General

Assembly raised that figure to $200 per student for 23,000 students, or a

total of $4,600,000, for 1973-74. The Board of Governors recommended and

the General Assembly appropriated the same amount for 1974-75.

The amount of State aid funds available to a private institution each
It

year is determined by multiplying the number of full-time equivalent North

Carolina resident undergraduates in attendance on October 1 by $200. An

institution's allocation is not affected by the number or proportion of its

North Carolina students who are needy.

The institution to:which funds are allocated is not obliged to increase

the student aid funds it makes available to North Carolina resident under-
1

graduates by the amount allocated to it y the State. The law only requires

that, in any given year, "the institution . .. provide and administer

scholarship funds for needy North Carolina students in an amount at Moat

equal to the amount paid to the institution . . . during the fiscal year."

rt 2 8 5
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The grants by the institution that may be counted toward meeting the

obligation to "provide . . . scholarship funds for needy North Carolina

students . . ." are based on the financial needs of individual students.

Students' needs are determined by the institution they attend, applying

the same nationally-recognized methods used to establish the financial

needs of students attending The University of North Carolina. In this

instance, of course, the process must take into account the greater cost

of attending private institutions. The amounts of the grants made to needy

students are not set by the State but by the institutions they attend. A

grant can range from a small sum to the full cost of attendance. The deci-

sions on the North Carolina. residency status of students govern the size of

the allocation made to each institution and the eligibility of each student

for a scholarship. Those decisions are made by the respective institutions,

acting in accordance with the residency status regulations established by

the Board of Governors and applicable also to the constituent institutions

of The University of North Carolina.

During the first year of operation of the program (1972-73), $1,025,000

was allocated to the private institutions in aid funds, but grants by those

institutions to needy North Carolina resident undergraduates in 1972-73

increased from,1971 -72 by only about $700,000. Each $1.00 Of State aid

thus produced $0.70 in additional grants to students. In 1973-74, each

$1.00 of State aid produced about $0.60 in additional grants to students.

The State aid program, though in the form of student aid, in fact helps

the institutions by allowing them to reallocate some of their own resources

for other purposes than student aid. While needy North_Carolina resident
. _

under aduates are getting the equivalent of all the State aid dollars,

they are'geiting fewer of the institutions' own aid dollars than they did

1, ; f



in earlier years. From 1971-72 through 1973-74, the State funds going to

aid students under this program grew fr.om' $1,017,000 to $4,296,000 a year,

while institutional expenditures from other sources for aid to needy NoJth

Carolina residents declined by over 50 percent, from $2,600,000 in 1971-72

to $1,180,000 in 1,973-74.

Thus, although ostensibly a program of aid to students, 'the legislation

in effect also provides institutional aid to private higher education by

freeing for other purposes some or all of the funds the institutions had

previously used to aid needy North Carolinians.

The appropriation for both elements of the State aid program in

1972-73 was $1,025,000, of which about $8,000 reverted to the State because

the institutions were unable to find enough needy students to absorb it

all. The appropriation for the second year (1973-74) was $4,600,000, of

which $216,000 was never allocated to the private institutions because

their North Carolina resident undergraduate enrollment fell short of the

23,000 anticipated by the General Assembly, and $88,000 was allocated to

but not qualified for by the institution§ because there were not enough

needy North Carolina resident undergraduates to claim it. Thus, $4,296,000

of the 1073-74 funds reached North Carolina resident undergraduates;

the remainder ($304,000) reverted to the State. EnIlments in the fall of

1974 justified the allocation of $4,436,200 of the $4-,600,000 appropriated

for-1974-75. The amount actually awarded will not be known until after

June 30, 1975.

A summary of allocations to all 39 institutions, and the scholarship

aid given to needy North Carolinians, for 1972-73 and 1973-74 is in

Attachment 2.
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The law subjects the institutions to no program control or review by

the State in return for the State aid allocations made to them. The only

required reports to the State on institutional finances are certificates

by the recipient institution on its October 1 North Carolina resident

undergraduate FTE enrollment and on the total scholarship sum granted by

it to needy North Carolina resident undergraduates for that year. In

addition, as shown above, the present policy is ambivalent. It is neither

pure student aid nor pure institutional aid, and as such does not serve

either purpose well.

Further, to the extent that t program has an institutional aid

dimension, ip that it permits th diverting of institutional student aid

funds into other expenditure purposes, the program raises some question

about its status under the establishment clause of the.First Amendment.

When one considers tI'e close denominational ties at some of the institu-

tions, as indicated earlier in this report, may arguably be contended

that State funds are, in some instances, not demonstrably non-sectarian

in their use.

These attributes of inefficiency and ambiguity which characterize

the State aid program authorized in Chapter 744 underscore the desirability

of designing alternative approaches to the problem. Before these can be

developed, it is necessary to turn, first, to an assessment of the present

status of the private colleges and universities and their overall contri-

bution t6 higher education in North Carolina.

1
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IV

CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES:

ENROLLMENTS, PROGRAMS, AND DEGREES CONFERRED

In directing the Board of Governors to assess the contributions of the

private collegeS and universities, G.S. 116-11(11) provides no specific

guidelines or definitions. The clear intent, however, would appear logically

to be that the Board, in the exercise of its overall responsibility, determine

as best it can what these institutions provide toward the realization of the

stated purposes of the 1971 restructuring, i.e., "to foster the development_

of a well-planned and coordinated system of higher education, to improve the

quality of education, to extend its benefits and to encourage an economical

use of the State's resources. . .

A fundamental consideration, therefore, must be the number of students

being served by these institutions, i.e., their enrollments, and especially

their enrollments of North Carolina students. Certainly it is this con-

sideration which is virtually the exclusive focus of the requests for,State

assistance that have been made by the private institutions. Further, those

requests have been directed entirely to undergraduate enrollments.

For the purposes of this study, therefore, "contributions" is defined,

first, in terms of enrollment. Second, since students are enrolled to pursue

/programs leading to a degree, the general academic program offerings of the

private institutions, and the number of degrees conferred, are taken as the

second eompOnent of the definition of "contributions" in this report.

Finally, since a central proposition in any program of State assistance

t? private higher education is that the private sector adds an element of
1. ti

.
diversity that could not be realized if all institutions Were ph.bhc, Fkis

tit

32
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report will examine the element of diversity as a contribution of the

private sector.

These three components do not purport to be an exhaustive definition

of contributions. They are the factors which are especially pertinent to

the policy issues, and to the requests of the private institutions. This

chapter of the report will examine the first two components: enrollments

and academic, programs and degrees conferred, with special reference to

undergraduate education.

4,

Enrollment Trends

Th'e distribution of total headcount enrollment in the late 19th

Century and early 20th Century shows that the private sector educated more

students than the public one during this period, and the private institu-

tions continued to educate a majority of North Carolina's college

population until the beginning of World War I. (See Figure IV-1) Between

1915 and the early 1960s enrollment was equally distributed hetween the two

sectors. Beginning around 1963, however, the proportion of the college

enrollment in the public institutions started to rise, and increased from

about 55% to the current level of 70%. A sharp increase in the college

"going rate" (i.e., the proportion of high schqol graduates attending

college in North Carolina) also took glace during the 1960s.

Total enrollments at the private institutions grew at roughly the

same rate as those of the public sector between the early 1950s and 1963.

Since 1964, however, the growth rate of the public sector has been much

greater, and this differential in growth has accounted for the decrease

in the percentage of enrollment found in the private institutions.

IA 33
6



FIGURE IV-1: ENROLLMENT (HEADCOUNT) TRENDS IN NORTH CAROLINA
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES, BY PUBLIC AND

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS, 1900-1974

Private Institutions

Public Institutions

23

es 3



24

The growth in the private enrollments since the early 1960s has been

A

due almost exclusively to the increase in out-of-State students. (See

fable IV-1) Total headcount enrollment in private schools has risen from

about 41,000 in 1964 to nearly 49,000 in 1974, a 20% change. During this

period, total in-State enrollment (graduate and undergraduate) has grown

from 24,300 to about 26,000, or 10%. Total enrollment of non-residents,

however, has risen more rapidly in the past decade, from 16,600 in 1964

to 22,400 in 1974, or 35%.

In-State undergraduate enrollment increased at private schools by about

7% between 1964' and 1974, whereas non-resident enrollment grew by 37%. Since

1971, the enrollment of North Carolina undergraduates has declined by 2.8%,

and enrollment of non-residents by 4.2%. (Also, one private junior college

closed and another became a public community college during this time.)

Comparatively, total in-State enrollment in public institutions
1
has

risen from about 43,000 in 1964 to about 95,000 in 1974, or about 120%.

(See Table IV-1) out-of-State enrollment in the public institutions has

risen during that decade by about 4,000 students (to 13,000in 1974), or

about 40%. Thus, total in-State enrollment has risen quite rapidly at

public institutions, while out-of-State enrollment has risen rapidly at

private schools since.1964. Out -of -State students account for 44% of the

undergraduates at divate schools (in 1974) and for about 10% at public

institutions. The proportiod of non-resident enrollments has remained

unchanged at private schools since 1967, but has declined by almost half

at public institutions.2

1This includes enrollment Ln The University of North Carolina as well as
the college parallel enrollment in the Community College system.

2
The General Assembly took action during this period to discourage
enrollment of out-of-State students in public colleges and universities.

25
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The preceding analysis has treated all institutions as if they were

alike, making distinctions only between the public and private sectors.

That methodology hasgMany limitations and can be misleading. Fbr this

reason, the following pages will present enrollment trends among comparable

types of institutions.

Comparative Evollment Trends

There are numerous and significant differences among North Carolina

institutions, both within the private sector and between the public and

private sectors. One obvious difference is size. Enrollment at most four-

year institutions, public and private, ranpe4 from about 200 to 2,500,

although the public four-year campuses are all above 1,100. On the other

hand, Ph.D.-granting institutions have comparatively much larger enrollments

of undergraduates, in addition to graduate and first professional students.

Five-year or master's-granting institutions, as discussed earlier in

this study, are unique to the public sector in North Carolina. These in-

clude Appalachian State University, East Carolina University, North Carolina

A & T State University, North Carolina Central University, The University of

North Carolina at Charlotte, and Western Carolina University. The number of

bachelor's degrees awarded annually by each of the six exceeds the total

enrollment at most four-year colleges in the State.

There are also notable differences in the SAT scores, rank in high

school class, and other factors of entering students between larger and

smaller institutions.3 With some significant exceptions (e. &., Davidson),

,

3
See E. Alden Dunham, Colle4e of the Forgotten ricans (New York:

Carnegie Commission, McGraw hill, 1969); and T merken Freshman:
National Norms for Fall 1974 (Los Angeles: ACE d'UCLA, 1975).
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the Ph.D. and master's-granting institutions have student bodies with

higher scores on SATs and other measurable academic indicators than do

the smaller institutions.

In addition, there are differences between predominantly black and pre-

dominantly white colleges and between coeducational and non-coeducational

schools. These are but A few of the differences which high school seniors

recognize at crucial junctures in the college selection process.4

The same reasoning applies with stronger force to the private junior

sector. That is, comparisons between Duke and St. Mary's, to take two extremes,

are inappropriate. Thus, before one can say what is h pening to the "market

share" of the private schools, one must first defing market."

Ph.D.-Granting Institutions

At the Ph.D.-granting university levet, which includes Duke, Wake Forest,

North Carolina State University, The University of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill and The University of North Carolina at Greensboro, the private schools'

share of total enrollment has decreased from 28% to 23% between 1964 and

1974. Thus,'Over a decade, a slightly larger share of the total Ph.D.-granting

level institutions' enrollment is being educated in the public sector at

present thail in 1964. But this is evidently caused in part, at least, by

deliberate poliscy on the part of the private universities, for the number

of North Carolina entering feshmen at Duke has remained around 200-7or one

fifth of the total--annually since about 1970 and at Wake Forest about 350

1

annually. At The University of North Carolina Ph.D.-granting institutions,

the number of in-State freshmen has risen since 1970 by 8% in an attempt to

meet the increasing demand for freshman places at these types of institutions.

4Others include curricular offerings, cost, and academic regulations, which

are discussed in more detail elsewhere in this study._
kg. ,
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Master's-Gra in. Institutions

Since t private sector in North Carolina does not have institutions

comparable to the master's-granting public
institutions, no comparison cdn

be made in the enrollment growth of these institutions. It should be noted

that the master's level institutions as a group have grown at a much faster

rate than have the other public institi4idns since 1964.

Junior College

College-4rallel enrollment ii the Community College System has risen

quite rapidly since 1964, from 1,1200 students to nearly 9,500 in 1974.

(The Communityrollege System in its present form was established in 1963.)

Enrollment in the private junior sector has declined by 4% during the same

period. Whereas'16% of the te)tal junior college enrollment in '1964 was

found in the public communit1y col4eges, by 1974 nearly two thirds of the

junior college students were enrolled in the community colleges.

It would appear that it is at the junior college level that extens

movement may be taking place from the private sector to the public sector.

The relationship between the community colleges And the private junior

Ischools, therefore, deserves close scrutiny and Detailed study. In par-
..,,

ticular, areas where further research is needed include differences in

curricular offerings, admissions standards, and cther considerations.

Baccalaureate-Level Institutions

The four-year (or bachelor's granting) instit tions in North Carolina,

as categorized earlier, fall into two divisions: arger four -year campuses;

which enroll about 1,100 or more students, and sma 1 four-year institutions.

Each of the six four-year University of North Caro ina campuses has an

39
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enrollment of around 1,100 or more students. They, therefore, belong to

the "larger" category, along with 15 of the 27 private four-year campuses.

Over the last decade, the share of total four-year enrollments in the

"larger" four-year private colleges has declined slightly, from 75% in

1964 to 67% in 1974. Until 1970, however, the share of these Institutions

was constant at about 73%. The decline in the share of the private sector

has occurred since 1970. For further clarity, the above discussion is

presented in the table that follows.

TABLE IV ENROLLMENT TRENDS OF LARGER FOUR-YEAR
(OR BACHELOR'S GRANTING) INSTITUTIONS
IN NORTIICAROLINA, 1964 TO 1974

Year UNC1 Private2 Total UNC %

17,3641964 5,74 17 23,118 25

1967 6,847 19,395 26,242 26

1969 7,512 20,040 27,552 27

1970 8,610 20,409 29,019 30

197.2' 9,861 21,573 . 31,434 31

1974 10,917 21,839 '32,756 33

lONC totals include Elizabeth City State University,

FayettevilIV State University, Pembroke State
University, UNC-Asheville, WC- Wilmington, and

Winston-Salem State University.

2 Private totals include the 15 institutions listed

in Category 4, Table 11-2, page 9.

V

Of the approximately 23,000 undergraduates (in-State alla`by4.-of-State)

enrolled in "larger" four-year colleges in 1964, some 17,000 (75%) were in

the private institutions. Half a decade later, roughly the same proportion

was found in the private schools. Between 1970 and 1974, public four-year

enrollment grew from 8,600 to about 10,900, or 2,300 students, while "larger"
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private four-ye'ar enrollment grew from 20,400 to 21,800, or'1,400 'students.

The, share of "larger" private
baccalaureate institutions therefore declined

- from about ?win 1970 to 67% in 1974, even as their enrollment increased.

The secondsedond category of baChelor's-granting
institutions includes the

X\--- remaining twelve four-var private colleges
and no equivalent University of

North Carolina campuses. This group of small private campuses has experi-

enced a decline of about 8% in total enrollment since 1970 (recall that the

, larger private four-year schools
enjoyed an increase of 7% during this

period). Over the last decade, these
campuses brave lost 75 students, as

total enrollments declined from'6,776 in 1964-to 6,701 in 1974.

The implieations, of these trends deserve further analysis% The "larger"

private four-year institutions, until quite recently, have held thei share

of "larger" four-year college enrollments. They still continue o educate

over two thirds of that enrollment,
a proportion only sli htly less than in

1964. This is true despite the fact that some private i stitutions

Davidson) have voluntarily chosen to remain small in terms f enrollment.

In 1962, notwithstanding
rapid projected increases in the college-age

population of the State, certain
private institutions chose to "limit the

size of their student bodies as a matter of deliberate educational policy."5

1survey of the enrollment plans of public
and private colleges made in 1962

by the .Board of Higher SdUCation,revealed
that private institutions expected

f' accommodate only 11,250 more students [by 1970] than the 35,100 they

/ enrol,-d [in ],961,J.
n6

The 1962 report to Governor Sanford concluded
that

/ "the p blic institutions must be prepared to accept about 60% of the State's

J

5
Edu ation and the Hi :h School (Raleigh: The Report of The Governor's
Co."ission, 1962), p. 34.

Ibid.
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college students by 1970.
7 The State did not seek to discourage growth in

the private sector. That was the consequence of choices made by the insti-

tutions and their potential students. The projected limited enrollment

growth for the private sector was realized, and without the expansion which

took place in the public sector many thousands of North Carolina residents

would have had to seek their higher education in other states or would havt

gone unschooled.

Since 1964, moreover, some senior private institutions have either,

lost enrollment or remained stable while others have shown considerable

gains. One clear pattern that emerges from scrutiny of the differential

growth trends is that the smaller private institutions are the ones losing-

enrollment. A list of those colleges that in 1974 had approximately the

same number of *students as in 196N or a smaller number would be made up

chiefly of the relatively small colleges with few full-time faculty members.

There are, in addition, examples of "steady states" (or actual declines)

in terms of enrollment among the baccalaureate institutions of The University

of North Carolina. While overall headcount enrollment at the 16 University

of North Carqlina campuses increased by over 7% between 1973 and 1974, it

fell or remained relatively unchanged at Pembroke State University and The

University of North Carolina at Asheville. In addition, Elizabeth City,

State UniGersity now has only about 150 more students than it did four years

ago. This leaves, Fayetteville State University, Winston-Salem State

University and The University of North Carolina at Wilmington among the

public four-year schools as the "gainers" in enrollment: A large part of

the growth in these three schools c#41 be explained by their geographic loca-

tions and aggressive recruiting efforts. But even for Fayetteville State

University and Winston-SalemC'tate University, there are indications of slow-

ing or declining enrollment growth in the near future. And The University

t!. erti n 117lbid.
0
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of North Carolina at Wilmington, which enrolls students mainly from the

Willmington area, will likely be influenced by the declining demographic

trends expected in that part of the State during the rest of the 1970s. 8

It should also be noted that the "market share" of black private
,

itstitutions has remained unchanged between 1970 and 1974. That is, if

the enrollment for predominantly black private, senior institutions is

added to that of the black public institutions, it 'can be seen that the

ratio of black private senior institutional enrollment to total black

institutional enrollment has remained donstant at *mild .33.

Conclusions on Enrollment Trends

It would thus appear that, when comparable institutions are considered,

the enrollment trends appear in a different light. What has at times been

represented simply as an enrollment shift between the private senior and

the public senior colleges'and universities of the State can more correctly

be characterized as a shift from smaller institutions to larger ones in

both public and private sectors of higher education in North Carolina.

There is also the significant shift from private junior institutions to

public community colleges, which this report does not adalyze due to limita-

tions of time and, primarily, lack of data.

It is not aLall clear, therefore, that the private four-year schools

are doing comparatively worse than their public counterparts, especially

when one compares the larger private institutions with the six public four-

year Campuses. Rather, the congruence of factors such as the end of the

military draft, recession and inflation, and changing labor market condi-

tions has resulted, in changing patterns of student attendance away from

Nigh school grad4ting classes in the Wilmington area are expected to
follow the same dminward patterns of other larger cities in the,State.
See Survey of 1973 High School Graduates (N. C. Department of Public
InstruPriom0014161uh"N. C., 19.74), Table 9, p. 24.
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sma1147predominantly teacher education colleges toward larger and more

diversified colleges. And this phenomenon is not unique to the private

schools. Subsequent sections of this report will amplify and add to the

foregoing analysis.,

- In addition, undergraduate enrollments in the private sector have

been on the aggregate stable (i.e., no growth or decline) since the begin-

ning of the State aid program. This apparent stability, however, is due to

an increase of nearly one fifth in the enrollment of predominantly black

private schools and not to any particularly stable enrollment picture among

the white private colleges during the 1970s.

Academic Programs and Degrees Conferred

The student's selection of a college or university is

influenced by many factors. These include academic programs and career

'aspirations, costs, location, parents' influence, personal considerations,

and others. The basic objective in attending an institution of higher

education, whatever the basis for the choice of a particular institution, is

to pursue some course of study leading to a degree. A key element in any

assessment of the contributions of the private institutions, therefore, is

to be found tn the academic programs of study which they provide and the

degrees which they confer. The fact that such data are specific

and concrete should not obscure the fact that they are subject to

any limitations in Assessing any institution of higher edUcation,.or any

group of institutions. ,Higher educatian,is not a manufacturing enterprise,

whole relative success or failure is reflected in some headcount of degrees

canferreds as if such degrees were the analogue of the count of the units

of a commodity produced by an industrial or an agricultural enterprise.
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There is no really reliable means whereby the "value" of education to an

individual, or to society, can be definitively measured.

Further, it should be notea that an institution of higher education

may produce other kinds of benefits to society, which are directly related

to its academic endeavor but which are more or less subject to some kind

of quantification. A large university makes a major contribution in research,

sometimes in contributing to advances in basic knowledge and sometimes in

new applications of knowledge to the solution or control of societal

problems. Institutions of higher education may also make important contri

butions in public service activities. take ForeSt University, for example,

makes a significant contribution'to North Carolina through the health care

services provided in association with the teaching and research programs Of

its Bowman Gray School of Medicine. Institutions will also contribute to

the enrichment of the cultueal'andintellectual life of their communities.

Acknowledging--and, indeed, emphasizing- -these other considerations, it

remains true that an assessment of an institution must look at its degree,
' 4

program offerings and that the primary and most visible "14duct" of a

college or university is its graduates.

The private institutions' contribution, in terms of degrees conferred

in recent years can be summarized as follows: Between July, 1970, and July,

1974, the senior institutions conferred' 30,524 bachelor's degrees, 1,930

master's, 1,820 first professional, and 898 doctoral degrees. The junior

institutions conferred 6,887,associate degrees which were wholly or largely

creditable toward a bachelor's degree.

In its Statewide'Plan for 'the Expansion gf Medicai Education, the Board

of Governqrs has carefully analyzed'the contributions of the two private,,

medical schools in meeting the State's need for additional physicians and in

04-45



35

expanding medical education opportunities for its citizens. The Plan

contains a long-range program for payments to those institutions for the

enrollment of increased numbers of North Carolina students, and for the

institutions' participation in the Area Health Education Centers.

In its recently completed stud, of legal education needs, the board's

recognitic6 of the contributions of the Duke and Wake Forest lay schools'---

was a factor in its conclusion that there is, at this time, no sufficient

reason to establish another publicly-supported law school.

The request for State assistance from the private institutions is

directed, aQ discussed above, at increasing undergraduate enrollments. It

is in this area, therefore, that this discussion will concentrate.,

Attachment 3 to this study reports he undergraduate degree programs of

the pri'vate institutions, as published by those institutions. ThNmphasis

upon liberal arts and sciences and upon teacher education is evident. If

Duke, Wake Forest and Davidson are excepted, this attribute 19 more pro-

nounced. Thus, in the arts and sciences and,in education, the private

senior institutions generally parallel the campuses of The University in

basic program areas offered. In specialized, more directly professionally-

oriented degree programs, such as health professions OT engineering, the

programs tend to be confined to campuses of The Uni;.,e'rsity or to a very

limited number of private institutions. An important point to reiterate

here, however, is that data concerning degrees conferred are not reported by

residence status of the graduates. The numbers of degrees are presumably

consistent with the proportion of resident and non-resident enrollments,

and in-State students tend to be a significantly smaller proportion of

total enrollment at the more diversified priyate institutions.
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1 Another representation of total bachelor's and associate degrees

conferred by the private institutions is in the table that follows, com-

paring 1970-71 and 1973-74.

As will be noted, since 1970-71, the number of bachelor's degrees

awarded by those private institutions has risen 8.3% from 7,353 in 1970-71

to 7,964 in 1973-74. Moreover, the rates of change in numbers of degrees

,conferred ranges widely among institutions. Sixteen of the 29 private

senior colleges showed increases over this time period in the number of

degrees conferred, while 13 showed either stable or decreasing numbers.

The number of associate degrees conferred by private junior institutions

declined by 3% from 1,668 in 1970-71 ,to 1,618 in 1973-74. Six of the ten

colleges either increased or remained stable in the numbei of degrees awarded.

Since 1970771, the number of bachelor's degrees awarded by the campuses

of The University of North Carolina has increased by nearly 20% to 14,900 in

1973-74. Of this number, 13.2% were conferred by the four -year campuses

(not counting The School of the Arts), 44.5% by the magter's level campuses,

and 41.9% by the doctoral institutions. The community colleges conferred

38.9% more associate degrees in 1973-74 than in 1970-71.

It will be noted that there has been a change in the diritribut!mn of

degrees conferred upon in and upon women, at the private colleges. (The

same trend is found at the public four-year campuses.) One reason for this

change may be that women are giving increasing attention to career oppor-

tunities in planning their educational programs. This consideration is

''related to the emphasis upon teacher education in the programs of many of

these institutions. Changing demographic trends are having a predictable

effect upon the teacher education labor market. Public school epr011ments

47
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TABU IV-3. BACHELOR'S DEGREES CONFERRED BY PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES AND
SENIOR COLLEGES, 1970-1971 AND 1973-1974

Senior Colleges
1970-1971

Men Total
1973 -1974

Men Total
t Change
Total

* .

Atlantic Christian 214 404 225 401 - 0;7

Barber-Scotia 21 112 24 78 - 30,4

Belmont Abbey 148 154 117 122 - 20.8

Bennett 0 156 .0 72 - 53.8

Campbell, 378 583 , 429 ,616 5.7

Catawba 1 122 229 148 268 17.0

Davidson 241 241 234 248 2.9

Duke 643 1,065 814 '1,415 32.9

Elon 228 321 . 228 341 6.2

Gardner-Webb 173 242 214 - 314 ' 29.8

Greensboro 29 124 57 140 12.9 '

Guilford 137 222 174 , 252 13.5

High, Po4t 133 249 128 241 - 3.2

J. C. S ith 85 218 91 , 185 - 15.1

Lenoir yne 152 323 145 319 - 1.2

Livingst§ne 62 185 83 154 -.16.8

Mars Hil 157 285 173 367 , 28.8

Meredith 0 216 0 293 '35.6

Methodist 84 186 139 192 3.2

N. Weal yan 80 136 99 158 .r, 16.23C.

Pfeiffer g. 109 179 139 226 26.3

Queens 0 127 0 , 118 - 7.1 .

Sacred He t 0 79 0 54 - 31:6

St. Andr s 92 174 75 137 . - 21:3

St. AUgustine's 87 203 79 200 - 1.5

Salem 0 82 0 108 31.7

Shaw 102 232 126 2t7 15.1

Wake Forest 394 550 415 631 14.7.

Warren Wilson ' 34 76 22, 47 - 38.1

TOTAL 3,905 7,353 4,384 7,964 8.37.

--t.

ASSOCIATE DEGREES* CONFERRED BrPRIVATE JUNIOR INSTITUTIONS

unior Colleges

1970-1971

Men Total

1973-1974
Men Total

% Change
Total

revard 70 120 62 117 - 2.5

owan 152 208, 135 209 0.5

Kittrell 34 61 36 88 44.3

'Leen-McRae 85 120 100 163 35.8

Louisburg 109 185 87 150 - 18.9

Montreat-Anderson 59 99 52 93:f 6.1

Mt. Olive 47 93 30 73 - 21.5

Peace College 0 167 0 192 15.0

St. Mary's 0 123 0 133 8.1

Wingate 339 492 263 400 18.7

TOTAL 895 1,668 765 1,618 3.0

* Wholly or chiefly creditable r
Sources REGIS reports submitt

A 6achtlors degree.,.

individual campuses,

48 .

.44



38

(elementary and secondary) peaked about 1969 and have been declining since

in North Carolina and across the nation. These and other trendy appear to

have had a significant effect on career preference choices Of college

students. These effedts are indicated do the survey data reported below.

TABLE IV -4. CAREER GOALS OF COLLEGE FRESHMEN, FALL 1968 AND 1973
(Selected Occupation,)

Career ' ,Men

Probable Career Occupations
(Percerit of all Freshmen)

Fall 1968 Fall 1973

Women Men, Women

College Teacher 1.3 0.9, 0.9

School Teacher 12.7 37.5 4.1 14.1

Lawyer 5.5 0.6 6.7 2.5

Health Professional 2.8 5.7 5.4 11.6

Nurse 0.3 6.1 0.3 9.2

Business 17.5 3.3 19.0 13.4

-Farmer, Forester 9 0.1 4.9

D6ctor (M.D., D.D.S) /5.6 1.3 8.1 3.4

Research Scientist 3.8 1.7 3.7

Homemaker -.3.1 0.7

Soqr, :' \lkxoliAr .:. A,tiii, et al., The American Freshman: National

Nor., for F.1111973 (and Fall 1968) (Los Angeles: ACE and

, UCLA, 1974).
. .

4
(NOTE: Freshmen frOm about half of the private institutions in

''' North ,Carolina participated in this/survey.)
-

0
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As can be seen, programs for the preparation of teachers in elementary

and secondary schools ("school teaching") have declined drastically in

popularity among co ege freshmen, both males and females. Whereas nearly

40% of female reshmen stated in 1968 that school teaching was their pre-

ferred career, by 1973 only 14% so indicated. The same pattern is

exhibited in choices of a college major, as more students are choosing

Curricula preparing them for careers in the health professions, law and
0

science, and fewer are opting for education in liberal arts.

Further evidence of student reaction on the national level is depicted

by trends in the types of tschelor's degrees conferred. While the annual

growth rate for all bachelor's degrees awarded has been around 6%-for the

last few years, with no sign of abating,'bachelor's degrees awarded in

teaching training areas (elementary and secondary) have been declining

since 1971.
9

Manpower requirements forecasting is an inexactoart, at best.

Moreover, a logical case can be made that a strong undergraduate education

in the liberal arts and sciences is an even more "relevant" form of career

preparation in today's situation than it was in the past. Further, student

preferences for the undergraduate majors are always subject to change. But

with all these caveats acknowledged, the possible implications of these

trends must be taken into account.

These implications are pertinent for public and private institutions.

To the extent'an institution specializes in traditional teacher education

programs and in the fine arts and liberal arts with emphasis upon secondary

education, an institution may have greater difficulty in maintaining or

9
See A. H. Padilla, The Market for Teachers in the Nation and the Southern
Region (Atlanta: Southern Regional Education Board, 1975).
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incraing its enrollment because_it will be limited in the program options

it can provide to students. Larger institutions withsmore diversified

programs will tend to have less diffiCulty in dealing with-such problems

because their size and greater resources may provide them with greater

flexibility in adapting to such changes. Some consideration of faculty.
staffing patterns in the private institutions will provide a further

x,

perspective on this point.

From 1970 to 1973 (and excluding Livingstone College and Wake Forest

Nifrefeike-Srt, from which data were not available in 1970), the number of

fhll-time faculty members at the private senior institutions increased 3%

from 2,860 to 2,946, as reported on HE4IS,forms. It should be noted,

however, that some 40% of this number are at Duke. Excluding Duke, there-

fore, ihe average number of full-time faculty at each institution is about

60, anev"Oily half 9f the private senior colleges had 60 or fewer full-

time faculty members in 1973. These staffing patterns suggest limitations

upon the ability of many institutions to diveisify programs across fields

or within the arts and sciences disciplines. In this connection, it should

be reiterated that enrollments increased by more than 8% over the last foui,

at the private institutions with relatively larger.numbers of faculty

'41r-

members, while enrollments declined by about 7% at the 13 institutions

reporting 60 or fewer full-time faculty members.

Some important points in this discussion of enrollments and degree'
I

programs need to be restated. First, the public institutions, as a group,

are more diversified in the range of their program offerings than the

private institutions ai a group. Most of the private senior institutions

are liberal arts and/or, teacher edutation institutions in their program

emphasis. The public sector provides this emphasis in many of its

*el
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institutions, but it provides more types of programs in other areas and

its institutions are larger.

As mentioned earlier, a strong case can be made that a good under-

graduate education in the liberal arts and sciences may be the most

"practical" course a student can elect, if his interests so suggest, not

only in the sense of becoming a well educated person but also in the sense

of being better prepared to enter a rapidly changing career marketplace.

There is, however, evidence that a phenomenon not unlike the rural-

urban shift in American society is occurring in,higher education. The

small institution may offer some values that are not found at the larger

institution,'and the small institution more often is a private one.' But the

small institution is more restricted in the range of courses and curricula
1 5

it can offer, both in the traditional curricula and in other areas. It may

offer a more personalized environment for learning, but that environmentis

less diverse--academically and socially--than that of the larger institu-

tion. There are also economies of scale involved ip curricular offerings
411.1*

which are not attainable by the smaller institution.
/

.

The program offerings, degrees conferred and tiFgraduate enrollments
. ......

ar incomplete but very important indicators of the contribUtions of

0(',11eges and universities. The data presented in this chapter'indicate

''.

that the smaller private college, with the traditional emphasis in its

curriculum upqn limited liberal arts and teacher education programs, may
0

have difficulty in maintaining a sufficient level of enrollment, and, further,
.

''.4'

;1 that the reasons for,this difficulty are more complex titan student costs.

These considerations lead to another aspect of the contributions of

the private colleges and univ sities--the proposition that higher echkation

and society at large benefit fr_m the diversity produced by having a dual ,

,

Sykem: The report now turns to this matter.

' 0
v.



42

V

CONTRIBUTIONS OF PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES:

THE DUAL SYSTEM

The great majority of the states of the Union today provide some

form of aid to private higher education. The responses of the states have

varied, and necessarily so, because their situations are different. Some,

like Massachusetts, have only in quite recent times placed emphasis upon

the development of strong public institutions. North Carolina, on the

other hand, has made provision for a state uniyersity since the State

declared its independence, and The University of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill was the first state university in the nation to open. As a recent

Education Commission of the States paper points out, "There is not, and

should not be, a single problem or a single answer do the area of state

aid to private igher education." Each state, it noted, must develop its

own answer in the light of its history, traditions, and special problems.

All programs of state aid do, however, have in common at least one

principle. They are predicated to som greater or lesser degree upon the

proposition that a dual system--pubr and private--strengthens all of

higher education by making existence of two kinds of institu-

tions, complementary to one anoth r and providing educational alternatives

that might not,exist if only on type of institution were available.

This is, a concept difficu t to define or to measure in precise terms

in any given situation. As o r earlier discussion has shown, there is

great similarity in many ar as between the public and private sectors in

North Carolina. The curri ula and program offerings are similar. There

is a higher proportion o institutions in the private sgctor which
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concentrate on the liberal arts and/or teacher education, but these

programs are available in all but one of the public institutions. Com-

plex institutions with large graduate and post-baccalaureate prOfessional

programs exist in both sectors. Predominantly black and predominantly

white institutions exist in both sectors, but The University of North

Carolina is required by law to take steps to eliminate racial duality

in public higher education.

master's level institutions, on the other hand, are unique to

the public sector, and specialized professional programs tend to be in

the publiC sector. The North'Carolina Shool of the Arts, a public insti

tution, is unique and has no counterpart among the private Institutions.

The woman's college, on the Other hand, is uniquely found in the private

sector. Further, the smaller colleges are all private institutions, as

noted. The smallest of the public. four -year institutions is The University

of North Carolina,at Asheville, which had a fall, 1974, enrollment of 1,126

(headcount). Among the private senior colleges, fifteen enrolled fewer

than this and thirteen had fewer than 1,000.

The dual system clearly, provides diversity in the reaffirms affilia-

tions of the private institutions and their stated commitnen*to the

ChrtStian faith as a part of their educational objectives. bjectiye

may also shape a part of their academic program. One institution has had

a required program in "Christianity and Culture".that incluies eight

courses in the dergviaduate curriculum. This is illustrative ofthe

importance of the c rches in the founding and the development of virtually

all of these institutions. The objective of Christian educatioy, reflected

in statpents of mission and in curricular requirements, was the basis upon
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which they were fouiided and the basiSupon which they continue to receive

support from their denominations.

These relationships with church denominations have been generally

described in'an earlier chapter. It is clear that these relationships,

and theirconcomitant commitments, are by definition confined to,the

private sector. This is a kind of diversity which must,depend upon private

support.

The dual system also provides diversity in the geographical origin of

students. Six of the campuses of The University have formal quotas upon

the proportion of out'-of-State students in their entering classes. All of

the campuses recognize their mission and obligations as giVing priority to-

serving Notth Carolina students. Thus, almost 90% of the undergraduates

,enrolled at campuses of The University are North Carolinians, compared

with approximately 552. of the undergraduates in the private institutions:

9
At some of the private institutions,,North Carolinians comprise approximately.

one fifth or one third of the enrollment.

In the area of governance there are marked differences. The Board of

or of The University of North Carolina iscslected by and accountable

to the neral Assembly. The private institutions have different denomina-

tio f.l sp. sorshipc and methods of control, with some trustees generally"

chosen y the appropriate denominational organizations and from members of

the res ctive denomination. By their very nature, these institutions,

while contributing in many ways to the State, are not accountable to the,

public at large except in certain specific contractual relationships.

Further, they are net subject to direct State intervention, and regulation,

except that there is a licensure requirement for those founded since 19234

All are chartered by the State, but this entails no regulating control.

. 55
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This independence of State.control is a major consideration in the case for

diversity.

Because they are independent of State control, the private sector may

provide a form of checks and balances in higher education. The recent

report of the special task f,6rce of the National Council of Independent

Colleges and Universities puts it this way:

The private sector of higher education serves as a

counterweight to the public sedtor and provides useful checks
and balances. Its existence diffuses responsibility for
higher education, which would otherwise be a sole prerogative
of government.'

This proposition is two-edged. Public institutions may be subject to

political pressures which impede their educational programs. The ceaebrated

"speaker ban" controversy in North Carolina in the 1960s is a case in point.

Private institutions, on the other hand, may be subject to sectarian pres-
.

sures which work to the detriment of their educational freedom. Examples

of such pressures ale the controversies in North Carolina in the 1920s

,concern,ing the teaching of the theory of evolution. Additionally, with

reference to the public institutions, it should be-said that there is a

salutary form of political influence operative which is basic to the

accountability of these institutions. Because they are subject to public

control, they are responsive to public need..

The extent to which diversity is generated by the existence of a dual

system is more difficult to articulate than is the reporting of enrollment

trends and degrees conferred. Moreover, one specific manifestation of

their diversity--religious affiliations--is one that must lie beyond the

purview of State support or involvement. But if idiversity generally is a

somewhat ,intangib1e'contribution, it is an important one. Logic, experience

IA National.Policy for Private Higher Education (Washington: Association
of American Colleges, 1974), R. 10.

r,
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and long tradition indicate that higher education in North Carolina, and

in the nation, is strengthened by the existence of strong public and

private institutions. Each sector makes its distinctive contribution,

and either would be diminished by the absence of the other.

The diversity arising from a dual system is.thus dependent upon the

maintenance .o the private sector as private. If there is to be propor-

tionality State support to private institutions based on the State

support of its own institutions, the clear prospect is for7a proportiopr

ality in State regulation or intervention. If private independence is a

virtue, then hesavy private dependence upon direct public aid must

compromise that virtue.

57
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THE NEEDS OF THE PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Need is.a relative concept, and.to ascertain with any precision the

"need" of a particular institution requires access to its records and an

ability to compare findingS with those made in studying other institutions.

To ascertain or define need, therefore, a'detailed survey would be desir-

able, and it should be supplemented by access to 'financial statements,

budgets and audits. Moreover, site visits to the individual campuses for

discussions with institutional officers would permit a better grasp of the

institutions' situatioe.

It was'not feasible'to explore this matoer in such detail. The

private institutions have described their needs entirely in terms of money.

This assessment of need is based, insofar as institutional records are

concerned, upon the data made available by the institutinns routinely In

the HEGIS reports. These data are useful and instructive for many purposes,

but they are also subject to serious' limitations.

The problems associated with the HEGIS forms need not be belabored.

It is useful` however, to note this comment by the authors of the 1971

BHE study o private higher education, concerning the financial statistics

of the private institutions:

Conversations with executive officers of the private institu-
tions indicated that there are more true deficits among them than
the budgets show. Accounting procedures may be both honest and
conceal deficits. An institution max have accumulated some
reserves from earlier small surpluses; subsequent depletion of
those reserves may not be considered a deficit in its accounts.
Another may have received a fund untouchable during a specified

58
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period'except for income from it; after the period, the institu-
tion may use that fund to pay.costs exceeding revenues and not
record a deficit. Another may` use for operations beyond revenues
cash gifts toward a building not yet constructed; in actuality it
has run a deficit and borrowed from itself, but its audit will
not show a deficit. With these and similar practices counted,
well over half the private institutions in North Carolina are
operating at deficits. In accordance with accounting guidelines
established by the American Council on Education and other
asiociations, none of the private institutions depreciate their
facilities.1

Any difference between current funds revenues and expenditures found

in the HEGIS form may or may not, therefore, be particularly important in

determining the financial health of a private institution. And, as is

indicated above, the certified audit alone may not- prove helpful.

For all the shortcomings of the HEGIS data, however, it is important

to note that there was a close relationship between that data for 1971 and

the data collected by more direct means in the Board of Higher Education

study of 1971. Most of the institutions identified in the BHE study as

operating with deficits in 1970-71 also showed deficits in the HEGIS

reports. The magnitudes of the deficits reported in both sources were

also approximately the same.

Rather than dwelling further here upon institutional data, or the lack

thereof, however,, it will be useful to address the question of the needs of

the private colleges and universities by exploring the question in a larger

context.

First, there is\no evidence discernible of any sudden crisis br'drastic

change in the condition of the private sector as a whole which would have'

prompted the request made for so rapid an,accelerationin State aid as that

requested in September, 1974. Undoubtedly some institutions, facing

repeated deficits, are encountering incrensingly, serious problems, but the
.

Al'

1Private Higher Education in North Carolina; p. 34.

ti it it 5 9
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form of the aid request is .not one related to the need of any particular

institution or group of institutions::

Second, it seems. clear that a pervasive problem in the private sector

is one associated with economies of scale. Bach institution is different,

but there are convincing national data which are pertinent to this situa-
,

tion. The Carnegie Commission studies have found ttiat, for liberal arts

,colleges, costs of gyration per student decline sharply as the Institution

grows to about 900' FTEs (or 1,000 headcount), and continues to decline at a
A k

less rapid rate until enrollment reaches about 2,000. FTEs. The Commission's

studies point to the'existence of a "minimum size below which each type of

institution cannot operate economically, unless it is exceptionally well

endowed, And even then it may not be in a position to offer Its studenis

As broad a range of.courses as somewhat larger institutions, are in a

position to

There are, it will be recalled, among the 29 private senior institu-

tions in North Carolina, 13 with a headcount enrollment of less than 1,000

studerits. (Eight of ten private junior colleges have fewer than 1,000

students.) Over half of the private schools, therefore, are institutions

which, in the words of the Commi.ssion report, are running "the risk of

-failing to ,take advantage of economies of size and/or of not offering ,

thelf-g-tudents an adequate choice of programs" by not meeting mihmum

enrollment levels.
3

end they are not institutions which arc "exceptionally

well endowed."

Financial need in the private sector, in the general sense, is also

obviously related to a set of problems which are common to public and to

' 2
See the discussion'in the Commisslon's report New Students and New

11r.

Places (New 'kirk: McGraw Hill, 1971), pp. 65286.

3Ibid., p. 82.
4

C.
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private institutions. Both kinds of institutions have operating budgets

which substantially depend on enrollments, and the demographic trends

generally indicate that the era of rapid increases in enrollment has

ended. The size of the 18-21 year-old age group in North Carolina will

reach an all-tine high in 1975 at 445,700. By 1995 that population group

is projected to decline to 376,000. Even when the fact that North

Carolina's "going rate" of college students is significantly below the

national average is taken into account, there is still reason to believe

that the rate of enrollment increase will stabilize or even decline, and

tt}is will affect all of higher education.

Private institutions have undoubtedly suffered from the effects of

the unprecedented inflation which the country has been experiencing, and

the cost-income differential which it produces. Fuel prices, the price

of supplies, and operating costs generally have risen sharply. And here,

also, the smaller institutions with high operating costs per student are

particularly vulnerable. This is true for public and private institutions.

T4i private colleges and universities did not wish to make available
1,1

their financial\eports as a basis for an assessment of their need. They

felt this compromised their privacy. They did offer to meet with

University representatives on their campuses and to respond there to

questions put to -them, but time did not permit this.

Further, limitations on institutional data previously noted did not

permit an assessment of needs) that cannot be defined in financial terms.

Reference can again be made to the recommendations of the WE study of

1971, for example, that the institutions redirect their development

activities toward meeting needs for faculty salaries, student aid, and



other operational items, instead of building programs. A comprehensive

needs analysis would thus extend beyond finances.

The analysis it has been possible to make does indicate that there

probably is financial need and that it is unevenly distributed. Much of

that need, and possibly other kinds of need as well, arises from inherent

problems with which only the private institutions, their governing boards

and their sponsoring denominations can contend.

eta lift

I.
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ITN

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has discussed the contributions of the pjivate institutions,

it has acknowledged that there are financial needs in the private sector,

and it has affirmed the benefits of a dual system of higher education. The

report has also discussed the present State aid pioveq, as provided for in

Chapter 744, Session Laws of 1071. The questions to be answered are: What

course of action should the Board of Governors recommend t'hat the State

follow with respect to aid to private higher education? Should aid be

given? If, it should be given, in what form should it be provided and

subject to what regulations?
*

Since 1972 an aid plan has been in operation and in successive budget

requests the Board of Governors has recommended 'continuation of the aid at

some level of funding. More than $10,000,000 has been appropriated to

carry out the Program. Its effects cannotbe precisely determined, for,

while it has certainly brought about no significant increase in private

enrollments, no private institution has closed since 1972

4

The present aid program, as described_in an earlier chapter of this

report, has`notable shortcomings: Further, the shortcomings of the

September 4 proposal of the private institutions are even more pronounced.

That proposal poses as an alternative that the State establish a

support pattern for private higher,education which is parallel to that

which it provides for the State's own institutions. That is, tuition

differential grants would be provided for every full-time North Carolina

undergraduate enrolled in the 39 prilrate colleges and universities without
t

reference to the students' needs, and enabling legislation would establish

r, i., 1 # 9 k .1'
s . %,'

1 ,,,
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a principle of proportionality in the support of private higher education.

The across-the-board tuition grant is also recommended in the recent report

of the National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities.
1

Basically, such proposali are defective in two respects.

In the first place, the argument being put forward in these proposals

is that considerations of economy favor the enrollment of that indete4inate

number of students who would choose a private in lieu of a public institu7,

tion if there were no tuition differences between the two. In order to

assure that the number of students would be the highest possible--nd thus

the "saving" be at the maximum--State aid would be afforded on behalf of

every North Carolina resident enrolled in the private sector. The point

can be illustrated in this way.

Suppose forfthe sake of argument that $400 were paid far every North

Carolina undergraduate enrolled in a private college or university. Suppose

further that 3,06 additional students then enrolled in the private sector,

beyond the current 22,000. Thus, enrollment of North Carolinians in the

private'sector would be 25,000 FTE students. The, cost would not be $400

times 3,000 '(the number of additional students), or $1,200,000. Rather,

the cost would be 25,000 times $400or $10,00Q,000, since the request

calls for $400 for every FTE North,Carolina undergraduate enrolled. The

result i that, because payment would be Made for the original 22,000 (who

are alr ady in the privte schools in any event), the cost of attracting

the add tional 3,000 students would .pe about $3,300 per student (i.e.,

$10,000 000+ 3,000).

Th¢ more fundamental issue raised by these pro osals, hOwever, is in

the proposition of proportional State support of private higher education.

IA Nati nal Policy fOr Private Higher Education (Washington: Association
' of Ame

t*

ican Colleges, 1974).

64
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The relationship orthe State to its own institutions is fundamentally

different from its relationship to private'institutions, by definition

and by law. The issuance of a state charter, imposes on the State no iv

greater responsibility, and no greater, regulatory authority, than doe

\,
.the
-...

chartering of an ordinary business corporation. Should the State provide

the private institutions with proportional support, then proportionality0

in accountability and control is no less reasonable.

If there is to be some proportionality of State support, to the

institutions as a subsidy to their operating budgets,'what,accountability.

would the private institutions have? What assurances would there be that
4.4

4

the State funds-'-or institutional funds' released by substitution .of State

funds--were not used to finance unnecessary programs, or to support activ-

ities which are sectarian in nature? The request of the private institutions'

does not speak to these issues, but they cannot be overlooked. In'the

absence of a variety of State controls, including program review and

approval, the principle of proportionality clearly should be unacceptable to

the State. If, on the other hand, State regulation folthws State funding,

the private and independent nature of the institutions is compr / mised.

Fortunately, however, the problem which the-private insti utions have

identified is one which the State can assist ih meeting, and ithout,chang-

1
ing the nature of the private institutipns. As this repok ag suggested,

the problem appears, in fact, to be more far reaching than he spokesthen

of private higher education have represented it to be. If this is the case,

however, the institutions and their governing boards and sponsoring denomi-

nations have the primary responsibility to decide what should be done to

safeguard the private institutions they control.

65'
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The problem as stated by the private institutions is put this way in

the September 4 request:

In summary and conclusion the differential between tuition '

costs to students attending public and private higher
educational institutions is basically responsible for the
problem of declining enrollment in the private sector.

This was repeated in the statement made to the Board's Finance and Planning

Committees on November 8, 1974, in calling for an "alternative program."

The private institutions asked on that occasion that there be "significant

tuition aid" to close that cost differential for students who wish to

attend the private institutions.

Accordingly, it is proposed that the Board of Governors recommend to

the General Assembly a policy which responds to that defined need. Such

a policy would be governed by four principles of fundamental importance:

First, it is recognized that higher education is strengthened by thp

existence of a dual system of strong public and private institutions.

Second, to maintain.Ehe strength that is derived by this dual system,

it is essential that State policy be designed to maintain the independent

status of the private institutions. This is necessary not only to foster

divo-rsity, but also to insure that policy is consistent with the

Constitutional requirements of separation of church and state'.

Third; it should be the policy-of.the State to encourage freedom of

student choice so long as the more basic objective of student access is

nOt impaired.

Fourth, 'and,consistent with. the foregoing, State policy toward private,

higher education should be one that unequivocally upholds the constituLion'l

principle of low tuition for North Carolina students attending their State

institutions. Article IX, Section 9, of the North Caroiiha Constitution

provides as follows:

*,
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The General Assembly shall provide that the benefits of
The University of North Carolina and other public insti-
tutions of higher education, as fai as practicable, be
extended to the people bf the State free of expense.

The ideal of free tuition has never been realized. Any compromise of the

present policy of low public tuition, however, would raise barriers to

student access to higher education and would work against the interests

of the State.

These principles, and the foregoing analysis, lead to the conclusion

that State policy toward private higher education should be a program

of State tuition assistance grants, based on student need, to the indi-

vidual` students who wish to attend private institutions but who are

deterred from Going so because of the 'Tuition differential. It is

proposed, therefore, that a,North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant

program be recommended by the Board of Governors to the General Assembly.

The proposed program is described below, with alternative administrative

mech.inisms and alternative approaches -to the determination of the amounts

of individual grants.

0

The North Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant Program
4

It is recommended that there be established a,Tuition Assistance Grant

program to provide for direct State grants of up to $1,300 to North Carolina

residents enrolled as full-tivie undergraduate students in college degree or

college parallel programs in private colleges and universities

in North Carolina. The program would allow for varying levels of awards

depending upon the student's economic circumstances and the type of insti-

tution he attends. The remainder of this report will outline the major

characteristics of the proposed program. It will describe the'requirfments
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for eligibility, the basis for the determination of the amount of the

grants, and alternative administrative procedures. Alternative funding

levels are also Indicated, as are thb assumptions on which the estimated

Costs are based. Interim financing and'procedures 'for the transition froM

the current program under Chapter 744 arc also suggested for a change to a

centrally administered program.

The recommended Tuition Assistance Grant program would be periodically

reviewed atui evaluated by the Board of Governors, in the light of experi-

ence gained in its operation, future developments in federal student

financial aid policy, and other considerations. Mdreover, while it is

anticipated that this program, as contemplated, would not impede the'

further elimination of racial duality in public post-secondary education,

racial impact studies would be a component of the Board's reviend '

evaluation.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE (A): CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

1. The Tuition Ass.iatante Grant program would be funded through the

Board of Governors and administered by an agency under contract

with the Board. Under such an arrangement:

a. Individual students would make application.

b. The grants would be made to freshman students only, except

hat any student who meets the needs'requirement and who is

already enrolleh would be eligible, provided the student was

a North Carolina resident at the time he first enrolled in a

North Carolina college or university.

c. The studenWould reapply each year.

08 ,e



58

d. In determining parental income, any change in the status of a

student with regard to the persons responsible for his sUppqrt-

occurring after the application deadline would not be con-

sidered in determining the amount of the tuition grant award

for the immediately ensuing academic year.

e. Maximum awards would be based on average tuition differentials

between comparable institutions in the public and private

sectors and maximum awards would be defined as follOws:

(1) For students attending private two-year institutions: $1,100

(2) For students attending private senior institutions: $1,300

(3) Minimum award level: $100

f. Tuition grants would be awarded on the basis of the most

needy .first, and first one - first served, with a specified

application deadline; except that, beginning in the second

loh
year of the program and thereafter:a student who had received

a grant in the previous year, who makes timely application for

renewhl, an ho continues:to qualify, would have primrity.

The tuition grant would not exceed the tuition charged by, theg.

4 institution.

h. The administering agency would notify each recipient of the

North Carolina Tuition Assistance Giant Award,' and 'the funds

would be paid to the institution which tMe student is attending.

* participatioein the Tuition Assistance Grant

program would be determl ed afollows: e

a. The student must have applied for p rtic4pation tn,--05i

federal Basic Educational Opport.0 ty or comparable

program.
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b. The student must be a North Carolina resident undei.uniformly

s.

established tuition residency regulations.

c. The student must be enrolled in a private college or university

in North Carolina which is accredited by the Southern Associa-

tion of Colleges and Schools.

d. The student must be an undergraduate enrolled full-time as a

degree candidate in a college parallel program, in good stand-

ing in the'institutyn. No student shall be eligiblerfor more

than 8 selesters (or equivalent).

e. The student must be determined in need of...financial assistance

by application of a common policy established by the Board of

Governors.

3. Determination of eligibility would be based on parental income

unless the student has been emancipated from his parents. In

,determining parentill income:

a. Gross income, as reported in the State income tax returns of

both _pareiftS, if the applicant is xhe only family member

applying for a Tuition Assistance'Grant; and, gross income,

as reported in the State income tax returns of both paterits,

less $1,000 for each additional family member applying for a

Tuition Assistance Grant.

b. The term "parent" shall include natural parents, stepparentS,

adoptive parents and the spouse of an adoptive parent.

c.° Parental income.shall be excluded in determination of need if

the,student has beenemanci/gated from his parents. A Student

shall be Considered emancipated if:

. I
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(1) During the calendar year next preceding the academic

year for which application has been made and at all

times subsequent thereto, up to and including the date

of application for an award, and during the period for

which the application for the award is made, such student

(a) has not resided with parents for more than two

consecutive weeks; and

(b) has not received financial assistance or support

valued in excess of $600, including loans, from

parents; and

(c) has maintained a permanent place of abode' other than

in a dormitory facility or other college operated

housing, or has been enlisted in full-time active

4 military service in the armed forces of the,United

61-

States for all or part of such period-and has main-

.,

tained a permanent, place of abode other than in a

dormitory facility or other college operated housing

for the remainder of such period; and

(2) =During the parents' taxable year next preceding the year

In which application for the Tuition Assistance Grant

award, is made, such student has not, ben claimed as a

dependent by either paient for purpose of either State

or federal income tax.

(3) An emancipated student, as defined above, will be required

to submit the same financial information for himself and

his spouse as required for the parents of the non-
))

emancipated students.

71
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4. The Tuition Assistance Grant program, as outlined above, may be

'finsinced by the 'State at varying levels. Five models indicating

the numbers and average amounts of awards which could be granted

at alternative fund levels are shown in the tables beginning at

page 67. To avoid the inequity of a step-grant proposal, which

could provide for a significant'loss in the grant amount received

by a student for a $1.00 increase in gross family income, the

proposed program would provide for a continuous-formula giant

system. Thus, for family incomes up to $4,000, the full grant

would be awarded ($1,300 far senior colleges/$1,100 for junior

colleges); after $4,000 of income, the grant,would decline pro-

portionally and smoothly to the cutoff level of income.2 Each

model acknowledges the same set of tuition differentials between

the publiac and private institutions. Each model is premised upon

the same assumptions with respect to,the income distribution of

the parents of students attending the private instftutrons. And

each model offers a similar grants pattern in th4 the greater the

demonstrated need (i.e., the lower the income) the "larger. he per-
. 407
centage of the tuition differential that would be met. Al models

are based on a common set of assumptions about parental i ome of

the North Carolina undergradUates enrolled in designated tegories,

of private institutions in North Carolina. To establish t is

framework the most current American Council on Education to on

parental income of colleges, students have been used.
3-

Th seare

the qnly comprehensive data available on this subject. ::sed on

2
The continuous-formula grant system is depicted on the graph on p ge 74

3
Alexander W. Astid, et al., The American Freshman: National to
1974 (Los,Angeles: ACE and UCLA, 1975).

972
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those data for the 1974 entering freshman class, the income

',distribution was as fol.lows:,

-

.4

.Public and Private All Institutions

Parental Income - 1974 . South All U. S.

<:$ 3,999
4-5,999
6=7,999
8-9,999

7.7%

5.4
6.3
7.7

6.0%
4.6

5.7

8.0

10-12,499 . '..14.4 15.5

12,514,999.' 12.4 13.5

15-19,999 14.6 16.6.

>20,000 31.5

100:0 100.0 .
,

Parental Two-Year Colleges Four -Year Colleges Universities

Income - 1974 Public Private Public Private public Private

<:$ 3,999 7.6%- 8.7Z 6.4% 4.4% 3.4% , 2:5%

4-5,999 5.5.. 5.4 5.3 3:3 ,3.0 ,2.0

6-7,999 6.7 7.2 - 5.7 '4.5 4.4 3,0

8-9,999 9.4 9.0 7.8 5.8 6.6 4.7

10-12,4999 17.5 16.1 15.3 11.5" 14.6 9.8

12,5-14,999 14.8 12.5 13.4 10.9 13.5 10.2

15-19,999 15.8 14.8 17.7, 14.9 18.2 16.0

>20',000 22.7 ..26.3' 28.4 44.7 ,36.3 51.8

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Assuming that the national patterns control in North Carolina the

following income distributions are obtained,for students enrolled

r
in private institutions in the State:4h

Nrcentage of N. C. Undergraduates ificolled*

Parental Gross Income Two-Year Colleges Four -Year Colleges Universities

$ 3,999
4-5,999
6-7,999
8-9,999
10-12,499

. 12,5-14,999
15- 19,999

i> 20,000

8.7

5.4

7.2

9.0
16.1

12.5

14.8
26.3

100.0

4.4 2.5

3.3 2.0

4:5 3.0

5.8 4.7

11.5 9.8

10.9 10.2
'16.0'14.9

44.7 51.8

100.0- 100.0

4These data are used to develop projections of dosts at different funding
levels. As will be indicated below, adjusted effective income cpuld be
Api,hgrirured for-eross income in the perationof the program.

,
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4

.1ncome distribution patterns based on this information 'wese then

1

projected for the pirtents, of the 24,188 North Carolina undergraduates

currently.enrolledin North Carolina's private junior colleges

(4,387), four-year colleges (17,358) and,universities (2,443).

The projections o'f.'income.4istribution used in estimating the

numbers of grants at given parental income levels and the total

cost of each of the models are shown on pages 671-71.

5.' Under the proposed North Carolina Tuition Assistapce'Grant program,

grantees would receive aid in inverse relation to family gross

income. That is, grantees from low Income families would receive

,a larger wrcentage of the tuition differential than those from

higher'income families. Above a certain family income level,

grants would not be made.
, .

.1

The Tuition_ Assistance Grant program therefore recognizes the existing
7

differentials in the "ability-to-pay" of families of college students. A

program that.does pot: recognize these differences would, in effect, grant

equal suMsof scarce tax dollars to students from families with diverse

economic bAckgrounds--tpe student of parents whose income isl$20,000 being,

plovidod the same doller.grant as,atne whose Parental income is $3,000.

I.

TuitiomAvistanieGrant program'is'also presented in the cOhte4t
.

of existing Nipancial aid resources in the private sector. According to

the latAStinfortnation fromthe.pri'vete 41siitutiOtis,5du'ring 1973-74,

about $15.4 million was received:in financier aid by UndergteduatO in the

privete,sector.e0ver'hilf (527.).2f the.$25.4/111.1,liorrwas,awarcidd in the

. . .

form of scholar'sh4 9t some.Othex.m,on-sdrVite type, of g-rant: About 19% was

5The sources for these data are the REGIS finapCial.forms and the NCHED
financial aid forms filed by the institutions,, These figures are pAlished:
annually £n the Statistical Abstract of Higher Education in North Catalina.

.

;
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in the form of Work-Study and the remaining 29% was in the form of loans

(National Direct Student Loans and others).

It is not the intent of the proposed program of aid to substitute

'State funds for other currently available sources of financial aid (e. R.,
A

13E0Gs, Wot*-Study National Direct Student Loans). Rather, the Tuition

Assistance Grant program would complement and reinforce existing aid pro-,

grams. For example, at current (1974-75) funding levelS, the BEOGs provide

the lowest income students in North Carolina approximately $1,050. Adding

this to the $1,300 maximum for a student at a private four-year college

would result in,a combined federal-State grant of $2,350, or $2,150.f

students vela enrolled at a ntOitte junior college.

It is recognized that some of these funds must be utilized in accord-

ance with standard regulations' which limit the flexibility of the campus

financial aid office in developing an aid "package," as do some of the

regulations proposed for the Tuition Assistance Grant program. The

institutions, however,fhave substantial flexibility and disbretion in the

use of institutionally-generated aid resources. The Tuition Assistance

Grant program assumes the use of that flexibility and discretion as the

means of accommodating to unusual student problems or differences in

institutional characteristics or objectives.l.

This program could be adapted readily, however, to a definition of

. eligibility which utilizes the "adjusted effective income" as defined by

the College Scholarship Service (CSS).

Adjusted effective income is defined as "the effective income plus the

income supplement' from discretionary net worth.
"6

It is derived as follows.

6
See CSS Need Analysis: Theory and Computation Procedures (New York:
College Entrance,Examination Board, 1974), p. 9.

?5
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#

First; from gross income these adjeAtments are.deducted: allowance for

taxes; allowance for working spouse; allowance for medidal and dental

expenses; allowance for emergency expenses, allowance foyindebtidness;

and allowance for expenses for dependents,other than children. This

yields effective income.

Next, a'computation of net' worth is made on the a';is of certain other

family assets, with a provisibn for eiebtrtion of retirement allowances and

indebtedness. This yields "discretionary net worth," which is 44 indicator

of additional finanCial strength generated by assets. This is then added

o effective income to.rOduce adjusted effective income.

Accordingly, tie designation,adjusted effective income could)*

ri
substituted for gross income in the program deitription above, 41 this were

deemed a more suitable deterMinantof eligibility. then, instead of tiling

State income tax returns to determine.ellgibUity, the Parents Confidential

Statement (PCS) used by CSS to determine,a7djusted effective income would be
.s

required. This would also mean that, instead of the,deduction of $1,00

from gross income allowed for each'additional student applying for a.

Tuition Assistance Grant,- $600 would be deducted frome adjusted effective

1".

income in the PCS.

Finally, "adjusted effective income"' would be substituted.for."grosa

income" in the establishment of income intervals in the'models.

The College Scholarship Service reports that ,

When considering the differences in family. contribution that
result from measuring financial strength based on ipeoie and assets,
the ultimate impact on assets is not great. Fqr families above the
moderate income level, each $1 of discretionary net -Worth would add
an average of 4 cents to the expected cotribution deriVed from
income alone if the family head were a male aged 40 and only, some
2 1/2 cents if the family head were age 55. The effects are even
further minimized for older parents and where the'head of ,the--

household is female.7

7
Ibid.

) 76.
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The State .of New gprk concluded that there were disadvantages in

using a measure other than income in its:Tuition Assistant Program. The

following statement of Dr, T. Edward Hollander, Deputy Commissio14r of

Education, will illustrate:.

As I pointed'out . . . , [parents of] loWer incoMe'students tended
to haVe assets because they were saving for retirement or the
head of the household was dead and they were left life insurance
pr,Oceeds which were being kept, in reserves. Our argument Is if
you were dealing with a population from aero income up to high
intome; assets would make a difference,. When you are dealing .

. only with 16w-income families, then assets, we think', would have
Very little'to do with your ability to finanbe a collegiate
education, But even i?k it did, we think it would be poor.pollcy
to fax it,. The vidowyould have the' proceeds of life insurance

. if thy came from a 16W-income family or people saving for qld,
.a.ge would have assets., .Where else would a low-income family *

accumulate assets? We also concluded that if we ncluded -assets,,
. it would make a 4-percent difference in the level Of award,and
I. we dienot feel that justified'a shift'in policy.8

The. proposed Borth Carolina Tuition Assistance Grant program Would

prov,fde aid to needy, students in meeting tide tnitsidn differential. On
. 4

the assumptions, procedures principles enumeraEedabove, its projeEted,

effects bare.indicated in the tables that follow, These tables indicate

patterns of aid distribution at alternative levels of funding, and _they

'd,IV adaptable either to gross income, or .to the substitution for gross
y.

income,of'adjiJsted effective income.

8This statement was made on June 10, 1974; before the Committee on
Education and Labor,, Mouse oE Representatives,

. r
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Model 4.6

(Cat off at S12,500 gross income)

.

nge

f Max.'
Granted

Gross Income
Interval

Junior Colleges

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. CostStudents

Ipoz <$3,999 382 $1,100 $420,200
99-71 4,-5,999 237 935 221,595 Grantees-2,036
10-50 6,-7,999 316 660 208,560
49-27 8,-9,999 395 418 165,110
26 -10 10,-12,499 706 198 139,788

0 12,5-14,999 548 0 0
0 15,-19,999 649 0 0
0 > 20;000' 1,154 - 0 0

Total , 4,387 $1,155,353

About 2,036 (46%) junior college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Range
% of :(ax.

Granted

4-Year Colleges

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. Cost

Cross Income
Interval 0

,

.Students

100% <$3,999 764 $1:300 $993,200
99-71 4,-$,999 573 1,105 633,165 Grantees -5,121
70-50 6,-7,999 781 780 609,180
49-27 8,-9,999 1,007 494 497,458
26-10 10,-12,499 1,996 234 467,064

. 0 1,5-14,999 f,892 0 0
0 15,-19,999 2,586 0 0
0 > 20,000 1,759 0 0

Total 17,358 S3,200,067

About 5,121 (30%) 4-year collage students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Rabge
% of Max.

Granted ,

Gross Income
Interval

Universities

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. Cost I

Students

100% 1 <63,999 61 .$1,300 $ 79,300
99-71 4,-5,999 49 1,105 54,145 Grantees -537;
70-50 6,-7,999 13 780 56,940
49-27 8,-9,999 115 494 56,d10
26-10 10,-12,499 239 234 55,926

0 12,5-14,999 249 0 0
0 15,-19,999 391 0 0
0 >20,000 1,266 0 0

Total 2,443 ,$303.121

About 53,7 (222) university students yould be
awarded grants under tpis model. '

Total Cost * $4,658,441

h

Total Grantees-7,b94

.

Note: Average grant per recipient under thgs model would be $605.

78 ,
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Model 6.4

(Cut off at $12400"gross income)

Range

2 of Max.
Granted

Gross Income
Interval

Junior Colleges

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. CostStudents

. . ',

100% , <'$3,999 382 $1,100 $420,200

99-91 4,-5,999 237 1,045 247,665 Grantees-2,036

90-80 6,-7,999 '316 935 '295,460

79-51 8,-9,999 395 715 282,425

50-30 10,-12,499 706 '440 310,640

0 12,5-14,999 548 0 0

0 15,-19,999 649 V 0

0 > 20,000 1,154 OA 0

Total , 4,387 $1,556,390
:

,
Abdut 1,036 (462) junioz,college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Range

'.." 2 of Max.

Granted

4-Year Colleges

Cross Income Avg. Grant in

Interval Students Income Cat. Cost

1002 ($3,999 764, ,1000 $993,200

99-91 4,-5,999 .573 1,235 707,655 Grantees-5,121'

90-80 6, -7,999 781
.

1,105 863,005

79-51 8,-9,999 ., 1,007 , 845 850,915

50-30
/

10,42,499 1,996 520 '1,037,920

N... 0 12,5-14,99 1,892 0 , 0

1.5,- 19,999 2,586 0 . 0

SA ' )20;000 7Z259 , 0 0

Total
,

17,358 $4,452,695

,About 5,121 (302).four-year college students would be

awardet grantsundlethis model.

Universities

, .

Range "

% of Max.
Granted

Cross Income
Interval

- ;

Students
Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. " 2E.

1002 <$3,999 61 $1,300 $79,300

99-91 4,-5,999 , "49 1,235 60,515 Grantees -537

90-80 6,-7,499 , . 73 1,105 80,665

79,51 ''' 8,-9,999 115 $ 845 97,175

50-30 10,-12,499 239 . 520 124,280

0 12,5-14,999 249 ' 0 ' 0

0 15,-19,999 ", 391 )' 0 0

0 ) 20,000 1,266 ' '0 0

Total 2,443 $441,935

About 537 (22%) university students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Total Crintees-7,694

Total Cost $6,451,020

Note: Average grant per recipiint undor tfiillidel would be $838.
t



Model 7.4

(Cut off at sls,opo gross incogal.AV

Junior Colleges

Range

Z of Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in

Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost

...---

100% <$3,999 382 $1,100 $420,200

99-91 4,-5,999 237 1,045 247,665 Grantees-2,584

90-80 6,-f,999 , 316 935 295,460
79:51 8,-9.999 395 715 282,425

50-40 1.0,-12,499 ,706 495 349.420

39-11 12,5-14,999 548 ' 275 150,700

0 15,-19,999 649 0 0

0 ) 20,000 1,154 0 0

Total 4,387 $1,745,920

Range

About 2,584 (5970 junior college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

4-Year Colleges

69

of Max. Cross Income , Avg. Grant in

Granted Interval Students Income'Cat. Cost

100% <$3,999 764 $1,300 -$893,200

99-91 - 4,-5,999 573 1,235 707,655 Grantees-7,013

90-80 6,-7:999 't 781 1,105 863,005
79-51 8,-9,999 1,007 845 850,915 4(

50-40 10,-12,499 1,996 585 1,167,660
39-11 , 12,5-14.999 1,892 325 614,900

0 15,-19,999 2,586 0 0

0 )20,000 7,759 0
.

0

Total 4 17,358 $5,197,335
. )

About 7,013 (40%4 4-year college students would be
awarded -g;ants under this model.

,411` Range e

% of Max.
Granted

.0

Gress Income
Interval

, Universities

Students
Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. Cost

100% I <$3,999 ...61

99-91 4,-4,999 49

90-8p '6,7,999 73

79-51 8449,999 115

50-40 10,T12,499 239

39-11 12,5-14,999 249

0 15,-19,999 391

^,20_,_000 . 1,266
Total, 2,443

$1,300 $79,300
id 235 °60,515 Grantees-786,

1,105 80,665
845 97,175
585 -139.815

. 325 80,925
,0
o

k $538,395

'About, 786 (32%) university students would be
awdtdedsgrants under this model.

Total Grantees-10,383

Total Cost 4 $7',481,650

./V
Note: Average 'grant per recipient, under this Adel

l)

is $721,

88
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Model 8.2

(Cut off at $20,0011. gross income)

Junior Colleges

4
Range

2 of Max. Gross Income Avg. Grant in
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost

100%
99-91
90-80
79-51

50-36

35-21
20-12

0

Range

% of Max.
Granted

100Z
99-91
90-80
79-51

50-36

35-21
20-12

0

<$3,999 382 $1,100 $420,200
4,5,999 237 1,045 247,665 Grantees-3,233
6,-7,999 316 935 295,460
8,-9,999 395 715 282,425
10,-12,499* 706 473 333,938
12,5-14,999 548 308 168,784
15,-19,999 649 176 114,224

> 20,000 1,154 0 0'

Total 4,387 $1,862,696

About 3,233 (742) juniof college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

4-Year Colleges.

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. Cost

Gross Income
Interval Students

,

< S3,999 7b4 $1,300 $993,200
4,-5,999 573 1,235 707,655 Grantees-9,599
6,-7,999 .781 1,105 863,005 9

8,-9,999 1,007 845 850,915
10,-12,499
12,5-14,999

1,996

1,892

559

364

-1., 1,115,764

688,688
15,-19,999 2,586 208 517,888

> e0,000 7,759 0 0

Total 17,358 . $5,757,115

About'9,599 ,(55%) 4-year college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Universities

Range

7. of Max Gross Incgme Avg. Grant in
Granted Interval Students Income Cat. Cost

' 100%

99-91

90-80m
79-51

50-36
1541
20-12

0

($3,999 61 $1,300 $79,300
4,-5,999 49 1,235 60,515 Grantees-1,77
6,-7,999 73 1,105 80,665
8,-91999 115 845 97,175
10,-12,499 239' 559 133,601
12,5-14,999 249 364 90,636 t

15,-19,999 391 268 81,328 t

> 20,000 1,266 0 0

Total 2,443 $623,220

About 1,177 (48%) university students would be
awarded grants under this model:

Total Grantees-14,009

Total Cost - $8,243,0)1

4
Note: Average grant pei- recipient under this model is $588.

b
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Model 9.2

(Cut off at $20,000 gross income)

Range

Z of Max.
Granted

.

Gross Income
Interval

Junior Colleges

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat.

'

Cost

Grantees-3,233
'

Students

1002

99-91
90-80
79-71
70-40

39-25
24-16

0

<$3,999
4,-5,999
6,-7,999
8,-9,999
10,-12,499

12,5-14,999
15,-19,990

> 20,000

382
237

316

. .
395

706

548

'' 649

1,154

$1,100
1,045

935

825
605

352
220

0

$420,200
247,665
295,460
325,875
427,130
192,896
142,780

0

Total 4387 . J2,052006

About 3,233 (74Z) junior college students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Range
Z of Max.

Granted

4-Year Colleges

Avg. Grant in
Income Cat. Cost

Gross Income
Interval

1

p 4,

a

Students

100% ?$3,999 764 $1,300 $993,200
99-91 14,45,999 573 1,235 707,655 Grantees-9,599
90-80 6,-7,999 781 1,105 863,005
79-71 8,-9,999 1,007 975 981,825
70-40 10,-12,499 1,996 715 ;,427,140
39-25 12,5-14,999 1,892 416 ' 787,072
24-16 15,-19,999 2,586 260 672,360

0 > 40,000' 7,759 . 0 '0 ' V ..:

Total 17,358 $6,432,257

,/
About 9,599 (55%) 4-year college students would by
awarded grants under this model.

Range
Z of Max.
Granted.

Gross'Income
Interval

Universities /7//
Avg. Grant in
,'Income Cat. CostStudents

1002 03,094 61 ,' $1,300 $79,300 '

99-91 4,-5,999 . 4 -; 1,235 60,515 Grantees-1,177

90-80 6, -7,999 1,105 88,665
79-71 8,-9,999 1 975 112,125

70-40 10,-12,499 ' 239 715 170,885

34-25 12,5 - 14,999 249 416 ^103,584 '

24-16 15,-19,999 391 260 101,660
' p ) 20,000 1,266 / 0 0

' Total 7 2,443 $708,734

About 1,177 (48%) university students would be
awarded grants under this model.

Total Cost 4 $9,192,997

'44

Total Grantees-14,00,

Note: Average grant per recipient under this model is-$656.
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AmOunt of Grano
student would

receive

$1,300

1.100

. 700

i

,..

300

200

100

,

c

/

GRAPHICAL ILLUSTRATION OP
e

AMOUNTS STUDENTS WOULD
RECEIVE UNDER THE
NCTAG PROGRAM

BY GROSS INCOME LEVELS,
OR BY ADJUSTED EFFECTIVE INCOME LEVELS

$4,000

Gross
Income

$12,500 (or

Adjusted

Effective

I'
Intome)

Note: As the ab illustrative graph depicts, a student attending a private
senior inset utiom from a family earning up to $4,000 gross incor would
receive the maximum grant of $1,300. A Iludent from,a family earning
$8,250 would be awarded $700, end one from a family earning $12,500
would receive $100.

/
Both the maximum award ( 1,300) and the cutoff level of income ($12,500)
may be modified. In add tion, the rate at which grants decline nay be
altered and "Adjusted Effective Income" can Se substituted for gross
income in the above' illustration.

.
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This centrally administered Tuition Assistance Grand rogram would

not go into effect until the year 1976-77. For the interi year, 1975-76,

it would be recommended that the present program Of State aid be continued.

On the basis of the conditions enumerated below, it is recOMmeRded further

that there be a new level of funding to reflect inflationary cost increases

since 1973. These conditions are (1) that The University is not faced, with

the" necessity of increasing its tuition charges, and (2) that significant

reductions in the continuing budgets of the constituent institutions of

,The University are not directed by tlfe General Assembly,

a-
In the interim year of continuation of the present program, the

following Changes in the administration of the progr&m are a1.16

recommerided:,

(1) Each student receiving aid from State funds will be notified

in writing by the institution that he has been awarded a

Stke-funded grant and the amount of such grailt.

(2) The Board of Governors will be provided with a list of these e

students, and the amo of the award given to each, by the

institution.
-

In tofcluding this` discussion of a centrally4adminisfered program,

whether it 'utilizes gross income or adjusted effective income, it 11

be useful to compare the proposed North Carolina Tuition Assistance

Grant program with two other aid programs now in operation, and with

t
one which has been 'proposed in a recent national report.,

ti

11

Vs
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(1) New York's Tuition Assistance Program

The New York Tuition Assistance Piograr is virtually identical to the

one proposed for North Carolina. New York's program uses income as th'e

determinant of need. It awards up to a maximum of $1,500 and prorates that

maximum downward as family income increases. It does not tax assets (i.e.,

assets are disregarded for purposes of eligibility determination). As the

preceding statement of Deputy CommiiPioner Hollander indicated, a detailed

and thoiough study led to the conclusion there tWat the inclusion of assets,

as in a comprehensive needs analysis*test, would only add complications,

confgsion and inequities to their program.

(2) The South Carolina Tuition Grant Program

The South Carolina plan, like the North Carolina Tuition Assistance
701

Giant program, as described above, is a centrally administered, need based

Program of aid to students in private colleges. It awards up to $1,500,/

or up to tuition and fees of the college attended, or up to the student's

need, which der is less-.

Ned is determined by subtracting from the cos, of attending the

institution the estimated parental contribution. Institutional cost

includes tuition and fees, plus room and board and other charges., The

amount that a student's family can be, expected to contribute toward his
....

.. ,

.,

educational costs is determined by the family income and the rtumbe of

dependents. The expected family contribution increases with family income

and decreaseg with the number of dependent children, holding income constant.

About 85% of the grants awarded are at or near the maximum. This
o

means that students from a family earning $3,000 could receive the same

"grant as a student from a a i y earning $20,0q0. For example, under, the

1
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South Carolina program a family.earning $20,000, with n:7o,children, can be

expected to contribute $2,100 toward the student's college education. If

that student enrolls in a private institution where total cost is $4,000,

then t student's need is $1,900 ($4,000- $2,100), and the.student is

enti ed to a maximum $1,500 grant. Similarly, a student from a family'

.whose income was $3,000 and could contribute nothing toward the cost of a'

.

college education, would receive the maximum $1,500 grant if he attended

that same institution. This differs markedly from both the New York

program and the Program described above for North, Carolina. It may be

illustrated by the example that follows.

North Carolina Tuition Assistance
Grant Program

South Carolina Tuition Grants Program
I

Amount of Grant
Student Receives Student Student

Gross Income Seniof Junior "A" "B"

< $ 4,000

4,500

$1,300

1,230

$1,100

1,040

Gross Income

Colleges.Costs

$3,000 .,

4,000

-$20,000

4,000

8,250 700 600, Family
Contribution 0 24002--

/
10,000 450 395

12,5b0' 100 100
NEED 4,000, 1,900

South Carolina /
> 12,500 0 0 Grant 1,500 1,50Q,

Actually, however, the distribution of the South Carolina grants

resembles the distributiods projected in the proposed North Carolina plan,
(.7

as 90Vof the South Carolina grants made in 1974-75 went to students from

families earning less than $16,000. This is a significant similarity in

the effect of the South Carolina plan to that of the proposed North Carolina

program. This similarity might"-not be t1 a if the South Carolina progr'am

were fully funded. Even at the present el of $6.3 million, however,
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the effect of that program is that thymaximum grant of $1,500 may be given

to a student whose family income is $20,000 as well as to one whose family

income is $3,000.

(3) The National Council of Independent Colleges and Universities Plan

.This proposed program was presented recgntly &y a special task force

ofmthatorganizaion of private institutions.
9

The plan, among other things,

Calls for "tuition offset grants.fOr all students in private institutions"
....

.
. .

as the most "direct and practicable way to narrow the [tuition] gap ."1° The
.,.

authors recognize, howevei, that "it is not the only way, and so it is not

formulated as a rigid recommedhation.
4,11

One basic significant difference between this plan and those pre-
.

.viously described is that At is not based on need. To quote the report:

We favor avoiding means tests for both philosophical and,
administrative reasons. No means tests are imposed on students

who benefit from subsidized education in state institutions;
and the same principle should be applied to tuition offset
grants to private college students."

ti

On the ocher hand, tpe authors of the repirt are ".ell aware that

student aid based on need, . . . economizes in tax dollars. 13

Even more fundamental is the inadequate recognition by NCICU thalthere

is a totally different set of 'obligations and responsibilities on the part

of the state toward its own institutions and toward private institutions.

It asks, in,effect, for proportionality in public aid but offers no parallel

9
See A National Policy for Private Higher Education.

10
Ibid., p. 24.

/
1--

Ibid., p. 5.

12Ibid., P. 23.

13Ibid.

fe 87
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proportionality in accountability. At the sagas time, it does recognize

that there is not necessarily a single best answer to the problem:

...
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES (B): INSTITUTIONAL ADMINISTRATION

Consistent with that 'recognition, the concluding section,of,this
.

report will describe an alternarive approach to this program. This
..

5: 4

alternative would vest the administration of the program in the indiAduali-
, .

private institutions. This administrative change would imply substantite

?

changel in other areas as well, in.that,,for example; lt would give to
-

each institution the flexibility that iginherent in the South Carolina

plan; as described above, uli'to thetmaximum award.. Thusstudents from

different economic backgrounds could'receive the same dollar amounts from

thr .state.

An institutionally administered Tuition Assistance Grant program
.

.*should operate in accoYdance with these requirements,and specifications

1. The criteria goveining a' student's eligibility for a grant

would be identical to thOse descriled for the centrally

administered program.

2. The emount of the indivdual grant could.be determined by the

institutiops'using a standard gross indome measure or 'other,

eligibility measure approved by, the Boarcr'of Governors', but...

subject to these limitations:

a. No grant could exceed the maximum established for the two

,categories of institution (i.e., $1,300 at the senior

institutions and $1,100 at the junior institutions); and

b. No grant could be less than the minimum establighed by the

Board (i.e., $100).

88 " a 5,
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3. Each institution would maintain the same records for the valida-

tion of eligibility (need, residency status, class-standing, etc.)

that would be maintained in a central agency.

The first problem to be resolved, if such an approach as this were

chosen, would be i formula for the distribution of funds. One simple

method, which would constitute an improvement over the present program,

would Pe an allocation of some stated amount for each average yearly full-

time equivalent North Carolina undergraduate enrolled in the previous
cw

academic year. Here, again, it should be required that, ro be eligible, the

student must have been a bonAide resident for tuition purposes at the

time he first registered as a full-time *,Ludent at a North Carolina college

or university. Each institution would know some months in advance what

funds it could anticipate having for/the coming year.

The following procedural and accounting steps should then be defined:

1. The Board would certify the institutional allocations as soon

after General Assembly appropriations action as possible.

2. Certification of grants to students would be Ade to the Board tf

GovernOrs by the institutions not later than October 15. This

certification would repoiltk the student to whom each grant was

awarded; the amount of the annual grant foi each student; and

Ihe names of applicants, if any, to whom no grants were awarded.

All applicants and grantees would b0 identified by name, address,

class, Social Security Number, race, and sex; and, in the instlqace

of those to whom grants were not awarded, whether those applicants

are in attendance on October 15 at the institution to which the

student applied for a grant.

3. Funds would-then be transmitted to the institutions on the basis

of the certificatislorf greats described in 2., above.

U t7
Mt
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4. Each'participating institution would maintain ate funds transmitted

in a separate, identifiable account or fund. Disbursements from

this account or fund would be at the discretion of the institution,

but each disbursement would ide7Itify the grantee to whom, or.on
,

behalf of whom, the disbursement was made, and the amount of each

disbursement.

5. A financial report would be made by the in

of Governors at the end of the academic ye

titution tq the Board

r, and not later than

June 15, showing disbursements identified by grantee, refunds

identified by grantee, and transmitting the balance, if any, to
t

theBoardof. GoNcernors for reversion to State Treasury.

A program such as this would have these disadvantages:

(1) It would not ,allOW the student as wide a choice of institutions

as would the centrally administered program.

(2) It could not provide the same assurance as could the centrally

administered program that the relative levels of need-would be

un formly addressel.

In these respects, the program would be similar to the present one
411

under Chapter 744, but the separate identification of the program, and the

regUlation; described above, would be marled improvements over the existing

one. It would have these advantages:

(1) Costs of administration would be borne by the institutions,

rather than by funding a central administrative office under

1

codtract.

(2) The svadent financial ad office on the campus would have greater

flexibility in developing aid "packages."

tie
, it 1
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There are no comprehensive data on student need at the individu4

institutions which provide a basis far\developing alternative models,

such as those presented earlier for the centrally administered programs.

`Therefore, at the outset it would be necessary to assume that apy

specific level of State funding would accomplish the same overall effects

as would the portable, centrally administered program.

4 Al

i
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ATTACHMENT 1

N. C. ASSOCIATION OF INDEPENDENT COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES

SUITE 1404, EDIT BLDG., 333 FAYETTEVILLE ST , P.O BOX UV RALEIGH. NORTH CAROLINA 2192 , 332-5417

September 4, 1974
ca.

I-.
The Board of Governors of
The University of North Carolina
Chapel C. 27514

Gentlemen:

.

Attn: William C. Friday, President

Pursuant .to North Carolina General Statute 116-11(11)
which states that all requests by non-public institutions of higher
education for State financial,assistance to the institutions or to
students attending them shall be submitted first to the Board of
Governors. for review and recommendation before being presented to .

any otherState agency or to the'GenerAl Assembly,..and,further, at
the request of President William C. Friday, we are pleased to pre-
sent a detailed recommendation and request for suppOet of North
Carolina residents attending private colleges and universities in
North Carolina As defined by G.S/116, Sectigns 19, 20, 21 and 22.

Reference is first made to a letter addresstd to President
Friday dated May 30, 1974 and signed by members of the Legislative
Committee of the .North Carolina Association of Independent Colleges
and UniverSities,+President Norman At Wiggins of Campbell College,
President Silas Vaughn of Montreat-Anderson College, arid Dr. J. W.
Fowler. In the May 30 letter the Legislalive Committee, on behalf
of the Association,/asked that the Board of Covernors review, recom-
mend and support fdur items. These items were:

" 1. The continuation of the present program of aid to
North Carolina students enrolled in private colleges and imiversf-
ties in an amount of not 'less thin 5200.0.0 per FTE North Carolina
student, to be administered in accordance with N. C. Gen. Statutes
It16, 19-21.

2. The enactment of enabling legislation establishing
the principle whereby the State of Nort Carolina would provide
aid. for students enrolled at private co leges and universities up
to 50% of the average per capita cost to the State for each FTE
undergraduat% student enrolled at thi 16 campuses of The University
of North Caeolina. The average herein referred to is to be arrived
at by utilizing the proposed direct tost from the opera/ing budget
for educational and general expenses. The funds appropriated would
be made available to the student in a manner to be determined.

92
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The Board of Governors
September 4, 1974
Page 2

3.. An upward adjustmenf of the formula and restrictions
on financial aid in order to provide a broader eligibility for

North Carolina FTE undergraduate students at private institutions.

4. The establishment of a "Study and Advisory Council on
,Nigher Education" to be composed of representatives from the Univer-
sity of North Carolina Board of Governors, the North Carolina Associa-
tion of Independent Collegds and Universities Executive CoMmittee,

and representatives from the Department of Comriunity Colleges of the
State Board of Lducation. The purpose of said Council will be to
determine needs of higher education, initiate and implement new
plans and to face challenges and solve problems (both emergent and
long-range), confronting higher education in North Carolina. (This
would serve to implement G.S. 116-11(1) requiring the planning ark!
development of a "coordinated system of higher education in North

,Carolina".)

We reaffirm the four items listed above and provide more
detailed description of the Association's requests for your consid-
eration.

The action of the North Carolina General Assembly in 1971
in the enactment of enabling legislation and in the provision pf
funds to aid, North Carolina residents attending private colleges
and universities tfas had positive results. The contractual arrange-
ment whereby each institution agrees to provide and administer
scholarship funds for needy North Carolina students in an amount
equal to funds appropriated for that purpose has enabled a limited
number of North Carolinians to attend private colleges and universi-
ties at a relatively minor cost to the State.

As stated in the previous communication of May 30, for the
1975-76 and'1976-77 years, the North' Carolina Association of Indepen-
dent Colleges and Universities and its membership of thirty:nine
independent colleges and universities recommends continuation of
the present program at ailevel not less than the current appropri-
ation, $4.6 million per annum.

Because of the increasing difficOlty for the average
North Carolina family to afford the higher tuition and fees of the

4private sector, the membership of the Association makes addrional
recommendatiOns designed to insure that the letter and t of
G.S. 116-11(11) and Section 801 of the Code of the University be
observed to the end that the resources of the private colleges and
universities "may be utilized in the best interest of the State."

A major recommendation is that the General Assembly
strengthen present State policy of aid to North Carolina residents
attending private colleges and universities through appropriate
enabling legislation. We recommend the adoption of the principle
that up to 50% of the average State support for undergraddate

students attending the University of North Carolina be provided

1111%.s.



The Board of.Governors

September4, 1974
Page 3
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for North Caroliria students attending phi = eges and universit
of North Carolina. We request-that the Board of Governors endorse
this principle and support,this concept.

We further recommend and request that.the additiOnal aid
to students be made availablt as a tuition grant to every full-time

North Carolina undergraduate student enrolled as of the tenth day
of each term. Funds appropriated under this specific program would
be restricted to the nine months academic year andthe total amount
of each grant divided by the'number of academic terms, i.e. half for
eachsemester or one-third for each quarter.

We recommend that the, following amountscbe requeted for
direct tuition grants to students for the academic years 1975 -76
and 1976-77.

.

EAtimated number of .

1

North Carolina under-
Year gradUates / Amount Requested.

. ,

1975-76
.

,000 $ 9.2 million

1976-77 24,000 S14.4.million
.

'. , .

_ It is estimated that the amounts requested above would

-provide during the 1975-76tyear a $400.00 tuition grant for each
-full-time North Carolina undergraduate, and for the 1976-77 a

$600.00 tuition grant for each full-time North CaroPina under-
graduate. The recommended program of support for North Carolina
students ,shopld enable the private sectorqo maintain its present
enrollment of North Carolinians and, during the second year of
the biennium (1976-77), provide for an increase. '

1 /,e 6 .

Ygu will note that the total amount requested Or 1975-77,
when added to the present program of, financial aid for needy students
attending private colleges, is below 50% of the estimated average
per student State appropriation for current operations for'North
Carolina residents attending the University in 1975-77:

In summary and cor1clusion the differential between tuition
costs to students attending public and private higher educational
institutions is basically responsible for the problem of declining
e ollment in the private sector. Among the suggested volutions
dvanced by many concerned individuals andogroups is ode to provide

direct tuition grants to qualified students attending private
colleges and universtiies: A program of direct tuition grants to
undergraduate North arolina residents combined with theioresent
program of financial'aid'to needy students would reverse the current
trend of decreasing percentage and actual number of North Carolina
Students annually enrolled in the private sector.

x s, '1

9 4

ti
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The Board of Governors
Septeiber 4, 1974
Page 4

We recommend that present State policy of support to
North Carolina students attending private colleges and universi-
ties include the principle of providing up to 50% of the per capita
subsidy provided students attending the public universities.

The AssOCiation, through its offtcers, is prepared to
present these reaffirmed recommendations to -the appropriate com-
mittees on Budget and Finance and Educational Planning, Policies,
and Programs, or to the full Board of Governors. We are pleased
to work with the University General Administration and others
throughout the State in mutual support of higher eddcation in
North Carolina and pledge the efforts orthe Association and its
thirty-nine member institutions towards that worthy goal.

Sincerely yours',

Arthur D. Wenger, Chairman
North Carolina Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities

4-

cc William C. Dees, Chmn., Board of Governors

1
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UNDERGRADUATE "
ACADEMIC
PROGRAMS IN
NORTH CAROLINA
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EDUCATION PROGRAMS
OFFERED IN NORTH CAROLINA PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
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